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REPORT OF INVESTIGATION (FRNO: 2012-22115)

CONCERNING

Allegations of Wrongdoing from Technical bc:gcanl“ (PX7XC)

l REPARED BY
COLONEL (0)6).(0)7)(C) |
July 2013

I. INTRODUCTION

The Scerctary of the Air Foree Inspector General (‘i;\}“l(i) reeeived a complaint

from ‘Technical Sergeant |(®X©®DC) through her attorney via Federal Express on 26
Oct 12, (I'x 1) In her written complaint prepared by her attorney, TSgt }g"(giw’mddc a
number of allegations, including allegations of assault, harassment, and hostile work
environments, over her carcer in the Air FForce, ‘T'he majority of the misconduct alleged
by 1'Sgt|®)6). loccurred while she was stationed at Shaw Air Force Base (AFB), South

Carolina (8C), as a member of the 20th Fighter Wing (20 'W). “I'Sgl(;020 . has been
assigned to the 20 FW since 2006, with the exception of a deployment to Irag in 2010,
However, TSgi®X®), |also alleged misconduct of & similar nature oceurred during her
time at Pope AFB, North Carolina (NC); Kunsan Air Basc (AB), Korea; and Luke AFB,
Arizona (A7),

ljpon 1‘eviewing 'l'Sgl Qﬁg}gwritlcn cmnplainL SAF/1CG made the dctcrmimlion
in-person (,,ompldlnl lell[l{,c‘t[mll mluwew with l‘s&,lﬁb_)(éj_(_b_) On 6 Nov 1’7 l]u, [G 10O and
legal advisor interviewed ‘I ‘sg_,l.ggﬁ?,)}{c at the Pentagon. TSptOX (b)(s) ® |attorney, Ms. (b)(BF ®)7) |
(B)(€).(b) s present for the entire interview, which was m,mdul ‘and transcribed. AS a
1Lau|l ol the information discovered during the interview, SAF/1G made the decision to
formally refer allegations against Ieadership and members of the 20 I'W, located at Shaw
ATR, 8C, to the Ninth Air Foree Commander (9 AF/CC), Major Genetal Lawrenee L.
Wells, The completed 9 AF/CC Commander Direeted Investigation (CDI) iy included as
an exhibit in this report. This 1G report summarizes the results of the CDI and addresses
the remaining allegations.
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[1. SCOPE AND AUTHORITY

The Seerctary ol the Air Foree has sole responsibility for the [unction of The
Inspector General of the Air Force,' When directed by the Scerctary of the Air Force or
the Chief of Stalt ol the Air Foree, The Inspector General has the authority o inguire
mto, and report on, the diseipline, efficiency, and economy ol the Air Force and perform
any other dutics prescribed by the Secretary or the Chicel of Staff.? The Inspector General
musi cooperate fully with The Inspector General of the Department of Delense.”
Pursuant to Air Force Instruction (AF1) 90-301, fnspector General Complaints
Resofution (23 Aug 11), Incorporating Change 1 (6 fun 12), paragraph 1.13.4, The
Inspector General has oversight authority over all 1G investigations conducted at the level
ol the Seeretary of the Air Force.

One of several missions of The Inspector General of the Air Foree is to maintain a
eredibic inspeetor general system by ensuring the existence of responsive complaint
investigations characterized by objectivity, integrity, and impartiality. The Inspector
Gieneral ensuares the concerns of all complainants and subjects, along with the best
inferests ol the Air Foree, are addressed through objective fact-linding,

This report is the culmination of 'The Inspector General’s inquiry into the concerns
raised by 'I'Hgligg}}{ﬁi.(b)m

HI. BACKGROUND

TSt ©E.EMC) s assigned to the 20 FW at Shaw AFB, SC. She is assigned as
a 1C0, which is a flight records and aviation records management specialist. (1ix 22)
She enlisted in the Air Foree in 1995 and served at Pope f\I 13, NC, as part of the 41st
Airlifl Squadron (41 AS) from 1995 through 2000. (Iix 22:11) TSgt/®)®. alleged that
soon aller mriving at Pope AUR in the 1995 timeframe, she was issucd chemical warfare
gear with what she thought was the Spanish word for “bitch” marked on the back of the
issucd jacket. (Iix 40:21 S—"I(}) While stationed at Pope AFR, 1'Sgt EE,E?LC deployed 10
Sembach AB, Giermany, in support of operations in Bosnia. Duri ing this deployment in
the 19935-1996 timelrame, TSgl ff:{g@ alleged a master sergeant, whom she could not
identify at the time of the complaint clarification interview with SAL 1G, ook her to his
room after a night of dlmicmg dropped his pants, and told her to touch his penis. T'Sgt
(0)(6), Istated in testimony the master sergeant never touched her during this incident, (lx
F R l] 3) Giveo that this complaint alleged potential eriminal misconduct, SAI/IG
referred it to the Air Force Office of Special Investigations (AFOSIL). AFOSIs synopsis

of the incident/[indings is included l[ater in the “Summary and Conclustons™ section.

Dile 140, United States Cad, Seetion 014,
2 Phese authorities are outlined in Title 10, United Stales Code, Seetion RO
Fride 10, United States Cade, Section 8020(d),
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TSpt wwas reassigned from the 41 AS, Pope AIB, in Septermber 2000 to the
80th Fighter Squadron (80 I'S) at the 8th Fighter Wing (8 'W), Kunsan A, Korea, fora
one-year remote tour. (Ex 22:11) 1Sgt EE!E}‘L}lcscribed Korea ag the “Land of Do As
You Please.” (¥x 40:57) During her complaint clarilication interview with SAF/IG,

TSt (P)6). deseribed a meeting with the §th Fighter Wing Viee Commander (8 FW/CV),
whose namc Ibgi‘(b)(f}') could not remember. 'St (0)6), |stated during this meeting to
assist the 8 FW/CV with a flight records review in his office, the 8 FW/CV offered her
alcohol and encouraged her to remove her battle dress uniform (BDU) top, which would
have left her wearing a utility shirt (a 'T-shirt) and camouflage pants. (Ex 40:61-62)
Further, she alleged (he 8 'W/CV was openly pleased with the female Airmen at Kunsan
AB; TSpt ‘(b)(s)' specifically indicated the 8 1'W/CV told her she Tooked good in her
uniform. (1% 40:30, 63) TSt 0)6), Jalso alleged a number of other incidents in which
alcohol and socializing led to inappropriate activitics both on and off base. For example,
TSet|(d)  lrelated that while she was in a downtown area called “A-Town,” a male,
whunfﬁagﬁi(b)(‘@,’ ilhnught to be a pilot from Kunsan AB, picked up TSgt (0)6). carried
her trom the streel into a bar, and placed her on top of a table in the bar, where people she
thoupht to be pilots were singing songs with offensive lyrics. (Ix 1:5, Lx 40:66-68)
18t P16 lso recounted an incident on base during which a pilot she identificd as Capt
“b"s)‘{b}‘-’)‘c’ ‘pushed her up against a wall with his body. (Ix 40:51) Another example
involved a group of pilots inviting 'I'Sgt 06, fand another female enlisted member o go

over to the home of the 8th Fighter Wing Commander (8 FW/CC), then (lt)ll(b)(ﬁ)‘(b)(T)(C)
for break last after TSgt ®X6). |returned to the base from a night of partying. (kx 40:52)
At this breakfast at the 8 FW/CC’s house, TSgt ®)6), alleged she was unwillingly duct-
taped to a male military member she presumed to be a pilot. (Ex 40:53-56)

Next, TSgt QX6 | iransitioned to Luke AL, AZ, and remained stationed there from
2001 through 2006, (1ix 22:11-21) At Luke AFI3, T'Sgt |i{:{$§f}d alleged pilots subjected
her to inappropriate situations involving alcohol use in her unit, sexually offensive
behavior within the unit and sexual harassment at a sporting event.,  Examples included
enlisted members cleaning up throw up [vomit| in the squadron lelt by inebriated pilots
and one ol the pilots, whom TSt ©X®). Icould not identily by name at the time of the
complaint claritication interview with SAF/1G, making inappropriatc comments to her at
a baseball game regarding her appearance while in the presence of her husband.
(X 40:85-92)

In June 2006, 1S gliﬁi}%@_'\,\fus assigned (o the 20th Operations Support Squadron
(OS8) at Shaw AFB, SC. (Ex 22:23) [n her complaint to the 1G and during her
clarification mterview \ivilh the SAT/IG 1O and tepal advisor, 'l'Sgi 0.  detailed the _
following issues regarding alleged misconduct or toleration of misconduct by members ol
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the 20 F'W during her time in the unit (unless otherwise noted these issues were referred
to 9 AL/CC for investigation):”

il Bc_gnnlng in June 2000, (©)6).(b)7)C) .om, of TSgt Smith’s
(B)(6),(b)(7) [at (he time, ust,d nappropriatc ]anguagc of a sexual nature in
ﬁit workplace, and 11 Col (b}(G) (b)(7)(C) |(b (b gquad]()]]

commander at the time, knew of the mappmpnalL. behavior,
(Lix 40:27-36)

e In 2008, while on temporary duty (I'DY) in Las Vegas, Nevada (NV),
TSat (b)), observed several officers at a parly with enlisted members
where an enlisted female member became so intoxicated that she could not
stand on her own. (BEx 40:106-107)

* [n 2008, l‘s&t( )(6) ound doofer books® containing sexually offensive
and pmnngmphm “material within the 55th Fighter Squadron (55 FS),
which is part of the 20th Operations Group (20 OG). (Ex 40:21) She
reported the matter to Lt Col (®)E.0)7)C) ‘hu squadron Director of
Operations, and requested the doofer hooks be removed. ([x 40:21)

o Within 20 OG units, pilots engaged in the excessive consumplion of
aleahol and consumption of aicohol during duty hours while others were
still on duty. (lix 40:132-134, 212-214)

o Therc were squadron bars” taking up federal property space and
maintained with taxpayer funds. (Lix 40:132, 212-214)

» Belore deploying to lraq in 2010, T'Sgt| fg)}(g))(c expressed that she did not

[eel comlortable around the pilots in her squadron to one ofher
supervisors, SMSgt (0)(6).(0)(7)(C) |who told I ‘sgLiE’l‘g (o toughen up

and let them know when something is not appropriate. (Ix 40:116-117)

TSee A G,

*Dooter books are 2 colleetion of documents historically used in Alr Force aviation units that assign their rated
members call sipps during a ceremony olten called Namage or Naming Ceremonies. The doofer book documents
actions ol vated wembers without eall signs 1o aid in picking a call sipn that identifics with that member’s personality or
other duy/flying related actions that may be notewarthy ina meworable yel homoreas way.  These books Treguently
conlained inapproprigte comments that were sexual in nature in misguided elforls o make the naming process more
grandiose. (10ef al) Additionai details avpilable in lhe 9 A CDIL

" Ihe existence of squadron lounges was not investiguled; however, the nse of wleshol within the squadrons was
investigaied, See 9 AF CDI Tor additional details,
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. . wen . |(D)(B), . .
e While deployed to Traq in 2010, a male that TSgt o)) [could not identify

by name grabbed her outside the pym, dragged her behing the gym,
pushed her up against the wall, groped her while holding his arm under her
neck and lifting her ofT the ground, said, T could kill you right now, bitch
and no one 1s going to miss you,” and called her a “cunt.” 'I‘Sglﬁg’fs"(b)m ‘
indicated this person was wearing an Army physical training untform.
TSt “’"62)' : also alleged Air Foree leadership lailed (o take measures (o
prevent sexual assaults. (Ex 1:8:9, Ex 40:127-131) The allegation
concerning the unnamed male was referred to AIFOSI due to the eriminal
nature of the complaint. 1t will not be addressed in detail under the cover
of his report, AFOSI’s synopsis of the incident/findings is covered later
in the “Summary and Conclusions™ scction. Finally, the deployed
environment and other allegations, including alleged Privacy Act

violations, related to TSgt E%@)}B}_ZDI(J deployment Lo Iraq are covered in
the 9 AT CDI. .

S EC . o
e BothIxa (30[‘( AR her squadron commander during her

5 y ST o o 11 — : 1 g | (0)(6),(D)(7)
deployment to Iraq, and the deployed flight surgeon, whom TSgtc
identified as Capt (';){g)"b) and who was later correctly identilied as 1.1 Col

®yee@c) tii1;1;"1m'mpcrly disclosed information about medical
treatment [Sgt Eb))((y)}‘(clrcquircul and the Tight surgeon made an

inappropriate comment about the required treatment. (Iix 10,
Fx 40:121-127)

e I'Spt EE{‘(‘%{C and others were subjected (o hostile work environments during
her deployment as well as at home station based on material in mission
briclings that was offensive and degrading to women. TSgt| (9O
speeifically complained of a video that personnel at the operations desk
played almost daily on a Jarge bricling sereen during her deployment to
Iraq. (Ex 40:142-152)

o [ 0)6), : - .

o ISl Ebﬁ?)}(c and others were subjected to oflensive language of a sexual
nature that TSgt EE;S; considered degrading to her and other women.
(Ix 40) b —

o During & DY {o Las Vegas, NV, in the 2010-2011 timelrame, T'Sgl
Eﬁ%tgnhserved a member of her unit, ('iapt‘(bl‘s"(b)(-")‘c) ‘us%ng
government equipment to produce materials related to a naming ceremony
using pornographic images. (bBx 40:111-113) During that TDY, members
L:I"I'Sglllggﬂg)}'(b) unit also held a naming ceremony in a private arca al a
casino with strippers in attendance. (Ex 40:101, 111)
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o InJanuary 2012, T8gt|(B)6). discovered files containing sexually explicil
and sexually offensive material on the shaved computer drive. (19x 40:157-

165) TSut/0)O), lwent to Capt|(®)E).O)NTNC)  la member of the 55 TS,

v

and asked him to get rid ol the materials. (Iix 40:165-168)

o InJuly 2012, TSgt/(®)6). | discovered pornographic magazines and
songbooks with inappropriate lyrics in the 77th Fighter Squadron (77 T'S)
and one of the doofer books she had reported finding back in in 2008 in
the 55 1S, 181 (B)E). imet with CMSpt @X6LEXT) ine 20 0G
Superintendent, and reported what she had found to him. (Tix 40:161-163)

o Inmid-October 2012, I&gl[(b)@:huuﬂy met May Gen Wells, 9 AI/CC, in
the squadron’s lounge during his u:_‘illiill {o the 79th Fighter Squadron
(79 FS). During the meeting, TSg‘l(b)(s)' hoticed yellow panties hanging

from a tiger's tooth on the wall in the Jounge.” (I'x 40:170-171)

« On230ct 12, TSt ®O). |verified the oftensive material was siill present

FIRVE W71

in the 20 OG squadrons and 20 OG computer servers. (kx 40:177-178)

On 24 Oct 12, '1'8gt®E). _ lfiled a complaint with SAF/ACG through her lawyer, Ms.

®E.CXNC)  |On 6 Nov 12, the SAI/IG 10 and legal advisor conducted a complainant

l.?]{n'ilrlti'llitll.} interview wilh"l'.‘\'g'llgggf,g)"(lb) md Ms, }gﬁ@ﬂ‘ll lhc_‘ l’lcnlalgutl, ()n. 12 .l_)cc 12,
SAF/ICG referred 38 allegations involving 16 subjects o 9 AT/CC Tor investigation
concerning 1'Sgt }2{}?}1’(") ‘complaints against members of the 20 FW dating back to June

2000, (Lix 1:22, Iix 2, Iix 40)

The 9 AF CDI IO completed her investigation in May 2013 and substantiated 16
of the 38 referred allegations:

s The 10 interviewed 205 wilnesses, consisting of 54 female wilnesses, eight
of which were female officers,

» 449% ol those interviewed reporled personally seeing either inappropriate or
offensive material in the warkplace,

fAs (here was na evidence (hin Maj Gen Wells actully saw (he panties hanging o the lounge, SAIYIG determined
there was nol sullTicient evidence o supportan allegation o wrongdaing agnimst Maj Gen Wells. (s 33:5-0) During
TSt (D)B),(interview with the 9 AF CDEIC, FSel(B)  land ber counsel riised & coneern about the fact that the CDI

Command, whe reterred the matter o SAF/G. (BEx 35) T1G ihen directed the Serior Official Inguiries Directerate
{SAL/GS) to look into the issues reparding Maj Gen Wells, On 17 May 13, SATAGS concluded that Maj Gen Wells
did not know about ov condane the display of the pantics: Mg Gen Wells did net Tadl 1o provide for an enviromment
free from sexnal harassment: a conflict af interest did not hinder Maj CGen Wells' ability to conduct and make
determinations reparding the findings of the CDI; and Maj Gen Wells need not be reeused [rom continued participation
as the conmmuder direeting, the investigntion. (Ex 33)

J
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102 enlisted members were interviewed; 25 (25%) reported seeing
inappropriate materials on network drives; five (5%) of the wtal enlisted
interviewed were oflended by whal they saw.

o The most frequently reported inslances where inappropriate images were
displayed occurred during academic brielings at home staticn and in mission
materials while on deployment,

o OF 102 enlisted personnel interviewed, three (3%) testified aleohal
consumption by the pilots affended them,

»  Three other enlisted members said that it was inappropriate but not
offensive.
* The remainder of the enlisted personnel interviewed were not offended.

o Between 2008 and 2012, no reports of sexual harassmenl were made (o the

20 FW Military Liqual Opportunity Office, (Ex 10)

[ ]
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V. COMPLAINANT ASSIGNMENT CHRONOLOGY?®

(b)(6),(b)
(7XC)

ASSIGNED UNIT

Alst Airdilt Squadron, Pope

DUTY TITLE

Operations

(b)(6).(b)(7)(C)

: : : Resource
AFB, North Carolina (Air YR
Makilite o) Management
Y o Apprentice
. Operations
41t Airlitt Squadron, Pope ]{L:m”_u'e
AFR, North Caroling (Air )
S Managcment
Mability Command) R
Specialist
N Operations
41t Airlift Squadron, Pope R}ctx‘lmllr(cjscs
AR, North Carolina {Air )
o Manzagemoent
Mobility Command) ‘
J()LH'I]C}’IT'II‘II]
A3rd Operalions Support (Iperations
Squadron, Pope AT, Naorth Resource
Carolina (Alr Mobility Manugement
Command) lourney man
43rd Operations Support Operations
Squadron, Pope AFB, Narth Resouree
Caraling (Air Molility Managemaont
Command) Journeyman
8‘lh Opuz'ellu’)ns Suppur! Assistant
Squadron, IKunsan AB, g T
. S e D | NCOIC Tlight
Repubhe of Korea (Pacific A .
. . Records
Farces Command)

Assigtant
63rd Fighter Squadron, Luke NCOIC
AL, Arizona (Air Liucation Sq Aviation

and Training Conmmand) Resource
| Management
. s NCOIC
63rd ighter Seuadron, Luke gt\l/\\fi'\li()l'l
AT, Arizona (Air Education Rl AVIE o
and Training Conmmand) Resource
‘ = : Manugement
63rd Fighter Squadron, Luke "iLN/'%\/(i)':t(i’(m
AT, Arizong (Air Liducation 4 )
R Resource
and Training Comumuand)
= Management
NCOIC

63rd Fighter Squadron, Luke
A}, Arizona (Air Education
and Tratning Command)

Sq Aviation
Resource
Management

"T'RATERY ™

ADDITIONAL

RATER

Saurce: Phtes, vatefdditionad raler data s based on 1St (B)(6).  inlisted Perfirmance Repors (KPR (Kx 22)
e i B : . .t Ak AN q . 1EE i 5
FCommandder {OC) was conlirmed by hastorian®s allice Tor FPRs nob inchodimg OO0 as an endorser, {Fx 14
| ) x i
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DATE

ASSIGNED UNIT

DUTY TITLE

RATER/

ADDITIONAL COMMANDER

- RATER - - - = -

(b)(6),(b)(7)(C)

(b)(6),(b) S6th Operations Support NCOIC
(7)(C) Squadron, Luke AFR, Arizona Currenl
(Air Education and Traming Operations
Command) Scheduling
20th Operations Support Avialion
Squadron, Shaw Al'3, South Resouree
Caralina (Air Combat Munagement
n Command) Journeyman
. . Assistant
2{tk Operations Support N("('J;("
Squadron, Shaw ATB, South o
. . L Aviation
Carolina (Air Combal o
Command) Resaurce
n Munagement
20th Operations Support Unit
Squadron, Shaw AV, South Deployment
Carolina (Alr Combatl oy
. Munager
i Command)
20th Operations Support Unit
Squadron, Shaw ATFB, South ]
s . L Deployment
Caroling (Air Combal Manaoer
] Command) andg
. . . {ONC
551th Fighter Squadron, Shaw ch/ivi'{liun
ALF1, South Carolina {Air =4 AR
Combat Command) Resource
' o ) Munagement
T o S | o
SUHACTON, SHAW AR, - Wing Training

Carolina (Air Combat
Command)

Program
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V. STANDARDS AND ANALYSIS
STANDARDS.

In addition to the standards referenced in the 9@ Al CDI, the following standards arc
also applicable to the findings and investigative paths chosen for this case:

AFIL90-301, Inspector General Complaints Resolution, 23 Aug 11 (Ine. Ch 1, 6 Jun
12). {(Ex 5)

1.6. Investipations not Covered by the Authority of the IG System.  Personnel who
direct or conducl administrative inquirics or investipations governed by other policy
directives and instructions (c.g., CDIs) will not cite this instruction as the authority.

1.7, Autherity to Direet Investigations, ‘The Air Foree CREP requires cach investigation
be initiated and closed in wriling by a designated appointing authority.  This authority is
hereinafter referred 1o as appointing authority. The individuals listed below are the only
positions authorized to direet an 1G investigation. Appointing authorities have the singular
authority Lo direct investigations, appoint investigating officers (10s), and approve (he
report of mvestigation.  Commanders or 1Gs at any organizational level will not further
delegate “appoinling authority™ excepl as stated below,
7.1 Sceretary of the Air Foree (SECAL).
[.7.2. The Inspector General of the Air Force (SAL/1G) and designees,
[.7.3. Chicl of Staff of the Air Force (CSAT).
[.7.4, Chief, National Guard Bureau (Chief, NGB,
[.7.5. The Adjuiant General (TAG) of all states, Puerto Rico, the US Virgin [slands,
Crnam, and The Commanding General of the District of Columbia,

[.7.5.1. The Assistanl Adjutant General for Air (ATAG) ol all states, Puerto Rico,

the US Virgin Islands, Guam, and the District of Columbia.
1.7.6.  MAICOM, FOA, DRU, NAF, Center, Installation, Wing, and Joint Basc
commanders.
1.7.7. MAJCOM, IFHQ, FOA, DRU, NAY, Cenler, NGB, Wing, ANGRC, and host
Installation [nspectors General, 16 designated in writing by their respective commander, At
the MAJCOM level, commanders can defegate appointing authority o thew deputy
[nspeetors Cencral or [GC division chigfl,

1.8. Authority to Conduct Investigations,
LT, Appeinted investigating officers are authorized 1o conduel 16 investigations within
the scope ol their appointment and under the authority and guidance of this instruction.
Appainted investigating ofTicers” responsibilitics expire when the report of investigation
(RO 1% approved by the appointing authority or alter final higher headquarters approval,
whichever is later,
18T, Appointing avthorities will not iniliate investigations inte allegations
against themselves. Such allegations will be forwarded to the next higher-leve] 1G
for resolution,

10
This iy a protected document. I will not be refeased {inwhole or in part), reproduced, or given
adeditional dissemination (inwhole oy (i part) ontside of the inspector general channels withowd prior
approval of The tnspector General (SAFVIG) ar desivnec.

R OIFFFICIAL USE ONLY (FOUQ)



1.8.1.2. Appointing authoritics will not initiate investigations into allepations against
their commander, Such allepations will be transferred to the next higher-level 1G for
resolution.

1.29, Allegations of Primary Interest Under the Air Force CRI. [Gs will always retain
responsibility to resolve allegations of:

1.29.1. Reprisal (see Chapter 6).

1.29.2. Restriction (sce Chapter 7).

[.29.3. Improper Mental Health Lvalvation (IMIE) veferrals (sce Chapter 8).

[.29. 4 1G wrongdoing regarding actions taken relating o the CRP. The next higher-level
1G will conduct the complaint analysis and investipate complaints it required.

1.30. Commander-Directed Investigations (CDIs).

1.30.1. All commanders possess inherent authority to investigale matlets or incidents

under their jurisdiction unless preempled by a higher authority. "The primary purpose of a

CD s to gailier, analyze, and record relevant information about matters of primary interest

to command authorities.

1.30.2. Commanders should:
1.30.2.1. Consull with the stalT judge advocate (SIA) before initiating a CHJ,
1.30.2.2, Refer 1o the CDE guide available on the SAT/IGQ portal websile Tor
guidance on conducting a CDI.

1.30.3. Commanders will not:
£.30.3.1. Cite this instroction as authority 1o conduet CIIs.
£.30.3.2.  Investigale allegations of reprisal, restriction, or IMIIE  referral.
Commanders will reler such allegations to the 1G at the appropriate command level
for investigation.
1.30.3.3. Refer suspected criminal or subversive aclivities inlo [G channels,
1.30.3.4. Appoint 1Gs or 1G staff members as inquiry or investigation officers for
CDIs. (NOTE: Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard [Gs may be appoeinted to
conduel CDIs at installations other than their own,)

[.30.4. Authority responsible for making release determinations for CDIs;
1.30.4.1. The commander is the authority responsible for making release
determinations {or commander-directed investigative reports unless the allegations
pertain Lo senior officials. Refer (o Chapter 4.
1.30.4.2. The commander must ensure all information subject 1o the Privacy Act
and references to third=party mlormuation are prolected.

[.30.5. Commander’s reporting requirements for C1Is:
1.30.5.1. Report to SAF/IGS, through the applicable MAJCOM, NAF JIFHQ, FOA,
DRU, or installation 1G, all allegations against senior officials TAW  reporting
requitements sel forth in Chapter 4.
1.30.5.2. Report all allegations of wrongdoing (which are not obviously frivolous)
against colonels {or civilian equivalent) through their MAJCOM, NAL, JFTIQ, FOA,
DRU, or installation 1G fo SAF/IGQ TAW the reporting requirements set forth in
Chapter 5 of this instruction,
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1.30.5.2.1. Report all substantiated [indings recorded in a CDI on majors amd

licutenant colonels Lo the appropriate 1C,
1.30.5.3. Report all substantialed [indings of wrongdoings in a CLM, or any other
investigation, and/or adverse information (e.g. LOC, LOA, cle.) against majors and
Heutenant colonels through their MAJCOM, NAF, TFHQ, FOA, DRU or installation
1G. 1Gs will ensure these reports are recorded 10 ACTS TAW requirements sct Torth
in Chapter 5. Notification that an investigatton is underway on mgjors and
licutenant colonel is NOT required until the investigation is complete and the
allegation(s) 1s substantiated.

2.5, Complainant’s Responsibilitics.
2.5.1. Under normal circumstances, complainants must submit [G complaints within 60
days ol learning of the alleged wrong.  Normally, complainants will prepare, sign, and
submit to an G an AF IMT 102 1o ensure awareness of the Privacy Act and their
responsibilities. Complainants making verbal or telephonic complaints shoukd normally
return a completed AP IMT 102 1o an 1G within 5 calendar days.  Complaints not
submitled on an AF IMT 102 should be drafted following the same format outlined in
Table 2.1, steps 3, 4 and 5.
2.5.2, Time limit: Complainants must submit 1G complaints in a timely manner in order
for the 16 o resolve them elfectively. An I is not required to Took into a complaint if the
complainant has fatled to present the matter 1o an IG within 60 days of leaming of the
alleged wrong. IG complaints not reported within 60 days may seriously impede the
gathering of evidence and lestimony. The 1G may dismiss a complaint if, given the natare
of the alleged wrong and the passage of time, there is reasonable probability insufficient
information can be gathered 1o make a determination, and/or no special Air Foree interests
exist to justily investigating (he matter. See paragraph 3.26 and Table 3.12,
2,520, s may accept and refer complaints that exceed the above time
requirements if the complaint is ol special Air Foree interest or the complainant is
able to demonstrate that he/she was unable to mect the time standards due 1o
unforescen or extravrdinary cireumstanee, and such circumstance justifies the delay.
2.5.3. Cooperation. Complaimants must cooperate with [Gs and 1Os by providing factual
and relevant information regarding the issnes and/or allegations (unless excrcising Article
1, UCML or Filth Amendment rights). 1 complainants do not cooperate, the K may
dismiss the complaint if the Jack of information leaves (he 1G unable to conduct a thorotgh
complaint analysis.
2.53. 1. Complainants will normally be allowed at least 5 calendar days {o provide
requested information prior to the 1G dismissing their complaint. 11 a complaint is
dismissed, and complaimant later lles the same complaint issues, the complaint will
be accepled as a new complaint (i.c., with a new ACTS number).
2.5.4, 'Truthfulness, Complainants providing information to the Air lorce 16 system must
understand they are submitting official statements within official Air Force channcls.
Therefore, they remain subjeet to punilive action (or adverse administrative action) for
knowingly making lalse statements and for submitting other unlawlul communications.
Additionally, unless other proteeted by law, any information complainants provide to the
1G3 is subject to velease during or after the 1G inguiry.
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3.24. Referring a Complaint. When the complaint analysis discloses an organization or
agency outside the Air Force 1G Complaints Resolution system can more appropriately
handle o complaint alleging a vielation of jostruction, policy, ar procedure by a
management official, 1Gs will refer the complaint to (the appropriate organization or agency
iollowing the procedures described in Table 3,11 and paragraph 3.25. When relering
complaints, 1Gs will include the Relerral Completion Report {(RCR) template (see
Attachment 28) with the complaint. ‘The organization receiving the relerral will complete
the RCR and return it to the [G within 30 days of reccipt along with a courtesy copy of
their response 1o the complainant,
3.24.1. Ensure RCRs include:

3.24.1.1. Scope of the inquiry.

3.24.1.2. Findings of the inquiry.

31.24 1.3, Conclusions, recommendations and cotrective actions,
3.24.2. Attach completed RCRs in ACTS under “Disposition/Resolution Documents™.

Table 5.3. Documenis Required by SAE/IGQ for Non-IG Cases on Colonels (or
civilian equivalent) and any substantiated allegations against Majors or Licutenant
Colonels.
Rufe 1: A commander-direcled investigation or inguiry (CI13) - The following
documents must be provided to the 1G before closing the case:
[. Copy of CDI report (case [ile and all attachments)
2. Copy of legal review {if accomplished)
3. Copy ol the final command actions (including Article 155, LORs, LOCs, LOAs,
memorandums counseling the subject, or a memorandum  documenting verbal
counseling ol the subject)
4. Copy of any rebuttal or statement provided by the subjeet

ANALYSIS.

The Tollowing analysis details the resolution paths chosen and actions taken to

address the allegations and issues raised in TSgt [(6)(6), complaint 1o the 1G:
1\ aYlol

Alleged Miscouduct 2006 to Present_Shaw AFB. South Carelina:

In June 2006, 'I‘Sgt%@'ﬁha\% assigned to Shaw AT where she worked for a
number of supervisors and leaders across the 20 'W, Allegations related Lo 'I'Sgl?ﬁ?‘)\(s"(b)m
assignment al Shaw AlI'B ranged from inappropriate comments from a named supervisor
in 2006 to [inding inappropriate sexually offensive material on computers and shared
drives. Resolution path: Lven though some ol the complaints stemming from TSgt
E%)gg)}'(b) assignment at Shaw AFB go back almost seven years, TSgl EE_)\E?{‘{C gpruvidcd
sipnilicant detail concerning those complaints. SAF/AG determined enough withesses
were still in place or otherwisce available 1o provide relevant inlormation since the
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allegations of misconduet during this period were centralized within the same wing and
operations group. Considering the evidence provided and the potential for gathering
further corraborating evidence, SAF/IG referved allegations involving the 20 FW 1o the
O AT/CC in accordance with AL 90-301, paragraphs 1.29, 1.30, and 3.24 for
mvesligalion,

Referred allegations: The following summary covers the indings for each
allegation referred 1o 9 AF/CC (key leaders and supervisors in TSt |(P)6), ‘ulmin of
command from 2006 to 2013 arc identified in the “Chronology™ section above):

ALLEGATION 1: That Cotonel | ()(8).(0)(7)(C) hetween on
or about 22 June 2012 and on or about 31 Octaber 2012, at or near Shaw
Air Foree Bage, South Carolina, was derelict in the performance of his
duties as the 20th Operations Group Commander, in that he failed to take
steps to prevent sexual harassment from occurring in the 20th Operations
Ciroup, as It was his duty to do under Air Force Instruction 36-2700, fgual
Opportunity Program Military and Civilign, 5 October 2010,
[ncorporating Change 1, 5 October 2011, paragraph 1.2.2, in violation of
Article 92, Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or
Regutation.

SUBSTANTIATED. Swmmary of analysis: Preponderance ol the
evidence supported linding that preventive measures and proactive steps
were insufTicient to convey the Air Foree policy of zero tolerance lor
sexual harassment in the workplace, to include discouraging activities that
woulld create a hostile work environment. Inaction by squadron
commanders implies Col RE.CX7)direction on this issue lacked a sense
ol urgency and seriousness regarding preventing and correcling a hostile
work environment.

ALLEGATION 2: That Colonel ®©®X7XC) ‘bctwccn on
or about 22 June 2012 and on or about 31 October 2012, at or near Shaw
Air Foree Base, South Caroling, was derelict in the performance of his
duties as the 20th Operations Group Commander, in that he Tailed to take
immediate and appropriate aclion (o investigate and resolve Technical
Sergeant (0X6).0)7)(C) complaint of sexual harassment, as it was his
duty to do under Air Force Instruction 36-2706, fiqual Opportunity
Program Military and Civilign, 3 October 2010, Incorporating Change |,
5 Oclober 2011, paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2.2, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, ailure to Obey Order or Regulation.

SUBSTANTIATED. Summcry of anafysis: Preponderance of the
evidence supported finding that Col |RE-CX7) did not take sufficient action
to investigate or resolve complaimant’s complaint, including not reviewing
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materials on network drives or direcling commuanders to do so and not
meeting with complainant to ensure her concerns were addressed.

ALLEGATION 3: That Lieutenant Colonel ‘(b)(ﬁ),(b}(?}(C)
between on or about |1 April 2008 and on or about 31 December 2009, at
ot near Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina, was derchiet in the
performance of his duties, in that he failed to take action in response to
Technical Sergeant 0)6).0)7)NC)  report ol a hostile work environment
in the 35th Fighter Squadron, as it was his duty to do under Air Force
Instruction 36-2706, Military Equal Opportunity (MiEQ) Program, 29 July
2004, paragraph 1.1, in violation of Article 92, Uniform Code of Military
Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Swmmary of analysis: Preponderance
of the evidence does not support Lt Col B)6.0) s ever informed of
doaler books being found in the 35 I'S. x\d(]illonallv L.t Col | E;’%@)(b) |wn'~
not the commander of the 55 FS, where the doofer books were found.

Col Egzﬁ’{(bﬂwas not responsible for that squadron,

ALLEGATION 4: ‘That |icutenant Colonel ®©-®7© |
between on or about 22 June 2007 and on or about 2 March 2009, at or
near Shaw Air Foree Base, South Carolina, was derelict in the
performance of his duties as the 55th Fighter Squadron Commander, in
that he failed to enloree military equal opportunity policy of not tolerating
sexual harassment in the 55th Fighter Squadron, as it was his duty to do
under Air Force Instruction 36-2700, Military Equal Opportunity (MIEQ)
Program, 29 July 2004, paragraph 2.5.1, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analvsis: Preponderance
ol the evidence supported finding that [t Col (7,(%“’) ‘chd not tolerate
sexual hurassment in the workplace. The evidence supports he took
immediale correetive steps when inappropriate material was brought to his
attention. Additionally, there were no complaints of sexual harassment (o
the Military Egual Opportunity OfTice during the alleged Gimelrame.

ALLEGATION 5: ‘That Licutenant Colonel | ®©-0)7(C)
between on or about 2 Mcux,h 2009 and on or about 4 October 2010, at or
near Shaw Air Force Base, South Caroelina, was derclict in the
performance ol his duties as the 55th Fighter Squadron Commander, in
that he failed to enforee military equal opportunity policy ol not tolerating
sexual haragsment in the 55th Fighter Squadron, as it was his duty (o do
under Air Foree Instruction 36-2706, Miliiary Equal Opporiunity (M)
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Prograni, 29 July 2004, paragraph 2.5.1, in violation of Article 92,

Uniiorm Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation,
SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance of the

evidence supported finding that 1.1 Col |(P)6), condoned displaying,

e : : . VB Vi AV F A Y : % o e
sexually olfensive materials in the squadron during academic sessions and
naming ceremony evenls, Phe materials ercated an objectively hostile
work environment.

ALLEGATION 6: That | icutenant Colonel |(0)(©),(0)(7)(C) \

between on or about § October 2010 and on or about | (0)6),(R)7)(C)
at or near Shaw Air Foree Base, South Carolina, was derelict in the
performance of his duties as the (0)(6).(0)7)(C) Jin
that he failed to provide for an environment in the 35th Iighter Squadron
that was free [rom sexual haragsment, as it was his duty to do under Air
lovee Instruction 36-2700, Egual Opportunily Program Military and
Civiliun, 5 October 2010, paragraph 1.23.1, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.
SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of unalysis: Preponderance of the
evidence supported finding that Lt Col|®©).®) condoned displaying
scxually offensive matcrials in the squadron during academic sessions and
naming ceremony events. ‘The malterials created an objectively hostile
work environment.

ALLEGATION 7: That Licutenant Colonel ®/©®7(©) _\
between on or ahout | May 2010 and on or aboul (b)(®).(b)X7)C) Joint
Base Balad, Iraq, was derelict in the performance of his dutics as thc[g;g?}’(b) }
lixpeditionary Iighter Squadron Commander, in that he failed to enforee
military equal opportunity policy of not tolerating sexual harassment in the
22d Expeditionary Fighter Squadron, as it was his duty to do under Air
Force Instruction 36-2706, Military figual Opportunity (MEECQ) Program,

29 July 2004, paragraph 2.5.1, in violation of Article 92, Uniform Code of
Military Justice, Failure to Obey Ovder or Regulation.

SUBSTANTIATED. Swnmary of analysis: Preponderance ol the
cvidence supported linding that 1L Col [)6).00) did not take sufficient
action to eradicate objectively offensive materials that played (requently at
the Operations Desk, thereby failing o enforce a zero tolerance policy of
sexual harassment,

ALLEGATION 8: That Licutcnant Colonel |®)©).0)7)C) |
between on or about 5 October 2010 and on or about (P)E)(B)7)C)
at or ncar Joint Base Balad, Iraq, was derelict in the performance ol Ris
duties us the 22d Ixpeditionary Fighter Squadron Commander, in thal he
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failed to provide for an environment within the 22d Expeditionary Fighter
Squadron that was Iree [rom sexual harassment, as 11 was his duty to do
under Atr Foree [nstruction 30-2706, Lqual Opportunity Program Military
and Civilian, 5 October 2010, paragraph 1.23.1, in violation ot Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation,

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of unalysis: Preponderance
of the evidence supported finding thal squadren jets re-deployed on 5
October 2010, Allegation 6 covers the alleged timeframe when the
sguadron way located at Shaw AFB.

ALLEGATION 9: That Licutenant Colonel X6 (B)7)C)
between on or about 1 May 2010 and on or about 1 July 2010, at or near
Joint Basc Balad, Iraq, was derclict in the performance ol his duties, in
that he failed (0 comply with rules prohibiting the refease of Privacy Act
information concerning ‘lechnical Sergeant [(PX6.0X7C) |to third partics,
as it was his duty to do under Air Foree Instruction 33-332, Privacy Act
Program, 29 January 2004, paragraph 12.4, in violation ol Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation,

SUBSTANTIATLED. Snmmmy of cmuh!s.'. Preponderance of the
evidence supported linding that 1, tCol ! (7)(0) \shcn(,d general
information about complainant’s |(0)(6),(b)(7)(C) with one ficld grade
ollicer who had expressed concern about complainant’s whercabouts.
According to the testimony, all other personnel who knew of
complainant’s (0)(8),(b)(7)(C) either had a need 1o know or weve told by
complainant.

ALLEGATION 10: That Captain ®©®)7(C)
identified | ®X©HGEXTXC) | a flight surgeon, between on or
about | May 2010 and on or about 1 July 2010, at or ncar Joint Basc
Balad, Iraq, was derclict in the performance of his duties, in that he failed
to comply with rules prohibiting the relcase of Privacy Act inlormation
concerning Technical Sergeant (©)6E)X7)(C) o third parties, as it was hig
duty to do under Air Farce Instruction 33-332, Privacy Act Program, 29
January 2004, paragraph 12.4, in violation of Article 92, Uniform Code of
Military fustice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Swmmary of analysis: There was no

evidence that 1.4 Col ©O) improperly informed anyone of complainant’s
medical condition while at the deployed location

ALLEGATION 11; That Captain ®©-®0© |
identificd as |(P/©®NC) a flight surgcon, between on or
about 1 May 2010 and on or about I July 2010, at or near Joint Base
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Balad, Iraq, was dereliet in the performance of his dutics, in that he failed
o comply with rules prohibiting the release of medical information
concerning Technical Sergeant |(PX6).0O)7NC) (o third parties, as it was his
duty 1o do under Air Foree Instruction 41-210, Patient Adminisiration
Functions, 22 March 2006, paragraph 2.1, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code ol Military Justice, FFailure to Obey Order or Regulation.
NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Swummary of analysis: There was no
evidence that Lt Col (Ebi ):(:Bz):': improperly released information regarding
complainant’s medical condition while at the deployed location.

ALLEGATION 12: That Captain| ®)©:CX7)(C)
identified as Lt Col ®XELEXNNC) Ty flight surgeon, between on or
about 1 May 2010 and on or about | luly 2010, at or ncar Joint Base
Balad, traq, did make a statement concerning required (0)(6),(0)(7)(C)

for Technical Sergeant |®)6).()7)C) Ln the presence of other members off
her unit, to wit: *We can just throw her on the table right here tf someone
can find a speculum,” or words to that ¢ffeet, which conduet constituted
conduct unbecoming an officer and a pentleman, in violation of Article
133, Uniform Code of Military Justice, Conduct Unbecoming an Officer
and Gentleman.

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance
ol the evidence does not support linding that 1.¢ Col Eg%}g))(b’ made the
statement, “We can just throw her on the table right here if someone can
lind mc a speeuium.”

ALLFGATION 13: That Lieutenant Colonel i(b)(e) (b.){‘i)(C) ‘
between on or about T May 2010 and on or about 4 October 2010, Joint
Base Balad, Iraq, was derclict in the performance of his duties, in that he
(ailed to refvain from engaping in conduct of a sexual nature that ercated a
hostile work environment, as it was his duly to do under Air Foree
nstruction 36-2706, Military Equal Opporiunity (MEQ) Program, 29 July
2004, paragraph 1.1.2, in violation of Article 92, Unitorm Code of
Military Justice, Fatlure to Obey Otder or Regutaton.

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance
of the evidence does not support Ginding that complainant was subjectively
offended by the video in question al the time. Lvidence supports that
complainant danced and sang to the video and never complained about (he
video to Lt Col RO e evidence also supports the conclusion that
complainant and Lt Col|(®)(6).0) Thad a friendly and professional working
relationship, making the complainant’s rationale for not speaking out
abou the video unlikely.
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ALLEGATION 14; That Licutenant Colonel | P)6).®)7)C) |
between on or about 5 October 2010 and on or about 30 December 2010,
at or near Joint Base Balad, Iraq, was derclict in the perlormance of his
duties, inn that he failed to refrain from engaging in conduet that created a
hostile work environment on the basis of sex, us it was his duty (o do
under Air Foree Instruction 36-2706, Lgual Opportunity Program Military
aid Civiliin, 5 October 2010, paragraph 1.1.1, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation,

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance
ol the cvidence supported finding that squadron jets re-deployed on 5
October 2010, As such, with the squadron jets having heen re-deployed,
55 FS Airmen would not he performing Top-Three or SARM duties,
Additionally, AFCENT/HO provided evidence that the alpha roster
showed “TDY EXP DATLE” of 2 October for Lt Col SE}SG}.(b)('f)

ALLIGATION 15; That Lieutenant Colonel !{b)(sj‘(b)m{c)
between on or about 1 May 2010 and on or about 4 October 2010, Joint
Basc Balad, Iraq, was derclict in the performance of his dutics, in that he
[ailed to reliain from engaging in conduct of a sexual nature that created a
hostile work environment, as it was his duty to do under Air IForee
Instraction 36-2700, Military Lyual Opportunity (MEQ) Progrom, 29 July
2004, paragraph 1.1.2, in violation of Article 92, Uniform Code of
Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation,

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance
of the cvidenee docs not support finding that 1t Col (D607 ever played
the video while performing duties at the Operations Desk.

ALLEGATION 16: "That Licutenant Colonet ®©®7C) ]
between on or about 5 Qctober 2010 and on or about 31 December 2010,
al or near Joint Base Balad, 1raq, was derelict in the performance of his
duties, in that he fatled o refrain from engaging in conduct that ercated a
hostile work environment on the basis of sex, as it was his duty to do
under Air Force Instruction 36-2706, Equal Opportunity Program Military
ane Clivitian, 5 Octlober 2010, paragraph 1.1.1, in violation ol Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation,

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Sununary of analysis: Preponderance
of'the cvidence supported finding that squadron jets re-deployed on 5
October 2010, As such, with the squadron jels having been re-deployed,
55 IS Airmen would not be performing Top-Three dutics.

ALLEGATION 17: That .icutenant Colonel ®©-®7C) |

between on or about 10 December 20010 and on or about 4 Ociober 2011,
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al or near Shaw Air Foree Base, South Carolina, was derelict in the
performance of his duties as the 55th Fighter Squadron Commander, in
that he failed 1o provide for an cnvironment within the 55th Fighter
Squadron that was free from sexual harassment, as it was his duty to do
under Air Force Instruction 36-2706, Egual Opportunity Program Military
and Civilian, 5 October 2010, patagraph 1.23.1, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, atlure (o Obey Order or Regulation.
SUBSTANTIATED. Summiary of analysis: Preponderance of the

evidence supported finding that Lt Col ®)E)()  condoned displaying
sexually offensive materials in the squadron during academic sessions and
naming ceremony events. ‘The materials ercated an objectively hostile

work environment.

ALLEGATION 18: That Licutenant Colonel|(P)6).(0)7)(C)
between on or about 5 Qctober 2011 and on or ghout 12 June 2012, at or
near Shaw Air Foree Base, South Caroling, was derelict in (he ‘
performance of his duties as the 551h Fighter Squadron Commander, in
that he failed to provide for an environment within the 55th Fighter
Squadron that was [ree [rom sexual harassment, as it was his duty Lo do
under Air Foree Instruction 30-2706, Fqual Opportunity Program Military
and Civilian, 5 October 20100, Incorporating Change 1, 5 October 2011,
paragraph 1.23.1, in violation of Article 92, Unilorm Code ol Military
lustice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.

SUBSTANTIATED. Sununary of unalysis: Preponderance of the
evidence supported Tinding that 1.t Col ©E.C7) condoned displaying
sexually ofTensive materials in the squadron during academic sessions and
naming ceremony cvents. The malerials ereated an objectively hostile
work environment. Commanders have a duty to ensure an cnvironment
free ol aflensive materials.

ALLEGATION 19: ‘Thal [,iculcna-mlCnlnnclE(b)(s)'(b“?’{c)
between on or about 15 June 2012 and on or about 31 October 2012, at or
ncar Shaw Air Foree Base, South Carolina, was derelict in the
performance of his duties as the 53(h FFighter Squadron Commandet, in
that he failed to provide for an environment within the 55th Figbter
Squadron that was frec from sexual harassment, as it was his duty to do
under Air Force Instruction 36-2700, Egual Opportunity Program Military
and Civilian, 5 October 2010, Incorporating Change 1, 5 October 2011,
paragraph 1.23.1 in violation of Article 92, Uniform Code of Military
Justice, Fatlure to Obey Order or Regulation.

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summury of analysis: Preponderance
of (he evidence supported finding that [.4 Col ‘m;_was laking active steps
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to change the environment in the 55 IS, Evidence included directing
subordinates to stop showing inappropriate malerials during academic
sessions and no evidence of pornography being offered as bribes for a
speeific name during naming ceremonies.

~ ALLEGATION 20: That Licutenant Calonel |(0)(6).(0)(7)(C)
(0)(6).(bX7)(C) between on or about 3 June 2011 and on or aboul 4
October 2011, at or near Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina, was
derclict in the performance of his duties as the 77th Fighter Squadron
Commander, in that he failed to provide for an cavironment within the
77th Jighter Squadron that was [ree (rom sexual harassment, as it was his
duty to do under Air Foree Instruction 36-2706, Eyual Qpportunity
Program Military and Civifian, 5 October 2010, paragraph 1.23.1, in
violation ol Article 92, Unitorm Code of Military Justice, I'ailure to Obey
Order or Regulation,

SUBSTANTIATED. Swummary of analysis: Preponderance of the
evidence supported finding that Lt Col ®6).0) kondoned displaying
sexually offensive materials in the squadron during academic sessions and
naming ceremony events, The materials created an objectively hostile
work environment. Commanders have a proactive duty 1o ensure an
environment {tee of offensive materials.

ALLEGATION 21: That lLicutenant Colonel i(b)(e)'(b’(?)(c)
|(BXE).(B)7NC) ' between on or about 5 Ociober 2011 and on or
about 31 Qctober 2012, at or near Shaw Air Foree Base, South Carolina,
was derelict in the performance of his duties as the 77th Fighter Squadron
Commander, in that he failed to provide for an environment within the
77th Fighter Squadron that was free lrom sexual harassment, as it was his
duty 1o do under Air Foree Instruction 36-2706, fqual Opportunity
Program Military and Civilian, 5 October 2010, [ncorporating Change 1,
5 October 2011, paragraph 1.23.1, in violation of Article 92, Uniform
Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.

SUBSTANTIATED. Swntimery of analysis: Preponderance of the
cvidence supported the (inding that 1.t Col E)(G)'(b) condoned displaying
sexually ollensive materials in the squadron during academic sesstons and
naming ceremony cvents, The materials created an objectively hostile
work environment, Commanders have a proactive duty to cnsure an
cnvironment free ol offensive materials.

ALLEGATION 22: ‘That Licutenant Colonc] | ©©®0©
hetween on or about § August 2011 and on or about 4 October 2011, at or
near Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina, was derelict in the
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performance ol his duties as the 79th Fighter Squadron Commander, in
that he failed o provide for an environment within the 79th Fighter
Squadron that was free from sexual harassment, as it was his duty to do
under Air Force Instruction 36-2706, Lgual Opportunity Program Military
and Civilian, 5 QOctober 2010, paragraph 1.23.1, in vielation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Repulation.

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Sumaary of analysis: Preponderance
ol the evidence supported Iinding that in the first lour weeks of his
command prior to the 79 FS deployment 1o Southwest Asia in Seplember
2011, there would have been insulTicient time (o lake significant actions to
change the environment of the squadron. Given Lt Col|(0)8).(b) actions,
while in the deployed location with regard to inappropriate materials in
bricts, the 10 concluded his actions at home station would have been
consistent with his actions while deploved.

ALLEGATION 23: That Lieutenant ('.'.t'}lmlcl‘(b)(s)'(b)(?)(c)
between on or about 5 October 2011 and on or ahout 31 October 2012, at
or near Shaw Air Foree Base, South Carolina, was derelict in the
performance of his dutics as the 79th Fighter Squadron Commander, in
that he failed to provide for an environment within the 79th Fighter
Squadron that was lree [rom sexual harassment, as it was his duty (o do
under Air Foree Instruction 36-27006, Lqual Opportunity Program Military
and Civilian, 5 October 2010, Incorporating Change 1, 5 October 2011,
paragraph 1.23.1, in violation ol Article 92, Unilorm Code ol Military
Justice, Fatlure to Obey Order or Regulation.

SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance of the
evidence supported tinding that female underwear hanging from the
mounted tiger’s mouth in the squadron bar/break room were objectively
offensive and reasonably created a hostile work environment.
Commanders have a proactive duty 1o ensure the environment is free [rom
olfensive objeets.

ALLEGATION 24; That Licutenant Colonel ‘(b}(s)-{bm)(c)
between on or about | July 2011 and on or about 31 August 2011, at or
near Shaw Air Foree Base, South Carolina, was derelict in the
performance of his duties, in that he failed 1o refrain from engaging in
conduet that created @ hostile work environment on the basis of sex, as it
was his duly o do under Alr Foree Instruction 36-2706, Lgual
Opportumity Program Mifitary and Clivition, 5 Qctober 2010, paragtaph
1,11, in violation of Article 92, Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure
1o Obey Order or Regulation,
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NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance
of the evidenee supported linding that this allegation did not occur during
the alleged timeframe. Additionally, Lt Col ’E@E’) —lpic I not engage in any
conduct that was objectively offensive. A video showed him singing a
song that had profanity in it, but which song was not degrading to women.
He was in civilian clothes. Further, although the video was provided by
TSpt (b)(gﬂhn. 10 found no evidence that the video was on a non-secure
internet protocol router (NIPR) drive. The 10 found bis conduct did not

creale g hostile work environment.

ALLEGATION 25; That [ieutenant Coloncl (®)6).()7)(C)
between on or about 1 July 2011 and on or about 31 August 2011, at or
ncar Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina, was derelict in the
performance of his duties, in that he failed to refrain from engaging in
conduct that created a hostile work environment on the basis of sex, as it
was his duty to do under Air Foree Instruction 306-27006, Fyual
Opportunity Program Military and Civilian, 5 Oclober 2010, paragraph
1.1.1, in violation of Article 92, Uniform Code of Military Justice, Fatlure
to Obey Order or Regulation.

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Sununary of anafysis: Preponderance
of the cvidence supported finding that this allegation did not occur during
the alleged timeframe. Additionally, 1.t Col (©X8)1®) did not engage in any
conduct that was objectively offensive. A video showed him in a room
where others were singing a song that had profanity in it, but which song
was not degrading to women. Further, although the video was provided
by ‘IS¢t |©)6).0) [he 10 found no evidence that the video was on a NIPR
network drive. The 10 found his conduct did not create a hostile work
cnvironment, _

ALLEGATION 26: That Licutenant Colonel P©-0X7(C)
between on or about 1 January 2008 and on or about 31 December 2008,
at or near Las Vegas, Nevada, was derelict in the performance of his
duties, in that he failed 1o act to maintain good order, discipline, and
moralc when he attended a party with enlisted members and
commissioncd officers, during which an enlisted female member became
s0 intoxicated that she could not stand on her own, as it was his duty to do
under Atr Foree Instruction 36-2906, Professional and Unprofessional
Relationships, 1 May 1999, paragraph 7, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code ot Military Justice, Iailure to Obey Order or Regulation.

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of enalysis: Preponderance
of the evidenee supported that it was unlikely 1.1 Col ®E0X7) wag present
in the “New York, New York” casino bar where tw ulﬁamm groups
ol 55 TS members ran into cach other during an exercise at Nellis AV13,
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(b) |.r\ddilinnnlly, the evidence does not support that the officers and
enlisted were “hanging out,” nor does the cvidence support that officers
were atlempling to get the enlisted member drunk.

ALLEGATION 27: That Licutenant Colonel|(0)6),(0)7)(C) |
between on or about 1 January 2008 and on or about 31 Deccmber 2008,
at or near Shaw Air Foree Base, South Carolina, was derclict in the
performance of his dutics, in that he failed 1o take appropriate action in
response to Technical Sergeant |(0)(6),(0)(7)(C) n.pml ol
pornographic/sexually explicit material in the 55th ighter Squadron, as it
was his duty to do under A Foree Instruction 36-2706, Military Fqual
Opportunity (MEQ) Program, 29 July 2004, paragraph 1,1, in violation ol
Article 92, Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure 1o Obey Order or
Regulation.

_ NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of andalysis: 1. Col
(0)(6).(0)( 'was under no duty 1o investigate or report an allegation of sexual
harassment, as he was not the commander; the AFT only imposcs a duty on
the commander. Furthermore, 1.1 Col fbl(ﬁ)'(b)(qjmuk reasonable steps o
resolve the complaint by 1) having the materials removed from the
squadron; 2) informing the 55 FS/CC of the complaint; and 3) hricfing the
squadron members that those materials would no longer be tolerated.

ALLEGATION 28: That Senior Master Sergeant ;(b’(s)'(b“?’(c’
between on or about | January 201( and on or about 31 May 2010, at or
near Shaw Air Foree Base, South Caroling, was derelict in the
performance ol her duties, in that she failed to lake appropriate action in
response Lo T'echnical Sorgcunt‘(b?(s)»(b)('”(ci ‘rcport of a hostile work
cnvirenment in the 55th Fighter Squadron, as it was her duly 1o do under
Alr lorce Instruction 36-2706, Militery Fqual Opportunity (MFEQ)
Progrem, 29 July 2004, paragraph 1.1, in violation of Article 92, Uniform
Code o Military Justice, Fatlure to Obey Order or Regulation.
I4ELOT SUBSTANTIATED. Swnmary of analysis: SMSpt
f)(s) /LU 8 W duty to investigate or resolve a complaint of sexual
harassment, as the Al1 places that duly on commanders, 1'urther, a
preponderance of the evidence supported that SMSgt (‘;;%(b) acted
reasonably considering the totality of the circumstances, meruding 1)
SMSpt .00 Tund complainant’s fricndship; 2) the manner in which the
information was conveyed to SMSgl Eb))(e) (b)(7) and 3) the complainant’s

inconsistent actions.

ALLEGATION 29: That C .:'l]"Jld‘iT"l‘(b)(S) (P)(7)C) between on or
about 15 February 2010 and on or about 4 Oclober 2010, within the
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continental United States, was derelict in the performance ol his dutics, in
that he failed to refrain from engaging in conduct of a sexual nature that
created a hostile work environment, as it was his duty to do under Air
Force Instruction 36-2706, Military Equad Opporiunity (MEQ) Program,
29 July 2004, paragraph 1.1.2, in violation ol Article 92, Uniform Code of
Military Justice, IMailure to Obey Order or Regulation,

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance
of the evidence did not support that Capt| ®)6). _|knew or reasonably
should have known that his behavior ereated a hostile work environment,
as his unofMicial duty as|(b)(©€),(b) fwas at the dircction of the squadron
commander who was sciﬁﬁ?ﬂﬁ‘laudards for appropriate and
inappropriate behavior, Additionally, there was no evidence [ound from
the alleged timeframe uI‘(.‘apl_fﬁ{(g}l} . engaging in inappropriate behavior.

ALLEGATION 30: That Captain ®©1E)X7NC)  [hetween on or
about 5 October 2010 and on or about 4 October 201 1, within the
continental United States, was derclict in the performance of his dutics, in
that he failed to refrain from engaging in conduct that created a hostile
work environment on the basis of sex, as it was his duty to do under Air
loree [nstruction 36-2700, Lqual Opportunity Progrem Military and
Civilian, § October 2010, paragraph 1.1.1, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.

NOT SUBSTANTIATED, Summary of analysis: Preponderance
of the evidence did not support that Capt [(0)(6).(0) F\'.I'ICW’ or reasonably
should have known that his behavior created a hostile work environment,
as his unofficial duty as “mayor” was at the direction ol the squadron
commander who was setting the standards for appropriate and
inappropriate behavior, Also, there was no evidence found to support
complainant’s claim that strippers were hired for a squadron naming or
roll call while in Las Vegas, Nevada,

ALLEGA'TION 31: That Captain (®©-CX7(C) ) ‘bctwccn on or
about 5 October 201 1 and on or about 31 October 2012, within the
continental United States, was derclict in the perlormance of his duties, in
that he failed to relrain from engaging in conduct that created a hostile
work environment on the basis of sex, as i was his duty to do under Air
Force Instraction 36-27006, figual Opportunity Program Military and
Civifian, 5 Ocilober 2010, Incorporating Change 1, 5 October 2011,
paragraph 1.1.1, in viclation of Article 92, Uniform Code ol Military
Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summcary of analysis: Preponderance

of the evidence did not support that Capt .}gagg)},(b) !knuw ar reasonably
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should have known that his behavior created a hostile work environment,
as his unolTicial duty as| (bJ(P (b) lwas at the direction of the squadron
commander who was setting the klandalds for appropriate and
inappropriate behavior, Additionally, the squadron was deployed for the
majority of the alleged imeframe and no inappropriate materials were
found on the network drive that were saved under Capt E%ﬁ){(b) named
during the alleged timeframe. o '

ALLEGATION 32: 'Thal Capiain (®)6),(0)7)C) | hetween on or
about 15 February 2010 and on or about 31 October 2012, within the
continental United States, violated a lawlul general regulation, to wit:
paragraph 2.2, Air Foree Instruction 33-129, Weh Management and
Internet Use, 3 February 2005, Incorporating Change 3, 12 Seplember
2009, by wronglully storing, processing, displaying, sending, or otherwise
transmitting offensive malerial on a government-provided computer, in
violation of Article 92,Uniform Code of Mililary Justice, Failure to Obey
Order or Regulation,

SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance of the
evidence supported finding that one document (out of the 5,041 eolleeted
from the 20 OG network drives) had two inappropriate images ol a sexuoal
nature that had been saved by Capt ®©10) qecording 1o the properties,
thus supporting the conclusion that L 'lptl—ﬁ) (b) ‘\ i0lated the AL

ALLEGATION 33: That Senior Master Sergeant| (0)(6).(0)7)(C)
Eﬁgib) between on or about | July 2006 and on or about 31 TJuly 2008, at
or near Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina, did maltreat ) echnical
(b)(6).(b)(7)(C) ‘n person subject to his orders, by subjecting her
to repeated verbal conduct of a sexual nature that created a hostile working
environment, in violation of Article 93, Uniform Code of Military Justice,
Cruelty and Maltreatment.

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Sunmery of enalysis: Preponderance
ol the evidence supported SMSQL!}%%CI"rcqucnlly used profanity in the
workplace. There was no evidenee tound that he used profanity in a
sexual nature that would have created a hostile work cnvironment.

Five

ALLEGATION 34: That Lic
between on or about 1 July 2006 and on or dbout il .Iuly 2('}(13_, al or near
Shaw Air Foree Base, South Carolina, was derelict in the performance of
his duties as the 20th Operations Support Squadron Commander, in that he
faited 1o enforee military equal opportunity policy of not tolerating sexual
hatragsment in the 20th Operations Support Squadron, as it was his duty (o
do under Air Foree Instruction 36-2706, Milifary Fgual Opportunity
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(ME) Progrem, 29 July 2004, paragraph 2.5.1, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Tailure to Obey Order or Regulation,
NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Swmmary of analysis: Preponderance
ol the evidence did not support £t Col @Q’Lﬂ;kncw or should have
known that SMSgt (0)(©).(0) conduct was objectively offensive or that
complainant was subjectively offended. Complainant’s own testimony

was that she never told Lt Col Et‘?\)‘fs)-(b)(-/)

ALLEGATION 35: That Licutenant Colonel |(0)(6).(b)(7)(C) J
between on or about 22 June 2007 and on or about 2 March i[)[l‘), at or
near Shaw Air Foree Base, South Carolinag, tolerated the drinking of
alcohol by commissioned officers in the workplace within the 55th Fighter
Squadron during regular duty hours while other members ol the unit were
working, which conduct was prejudicial to good order and diseipling, in
violation ol Article 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, General
Article,

SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analvsis: Preponderance of the
evidence supported that oMicers drank while on duty during acadenie
sesstons while enlisted were working. The conduct called the pilots’
officership and leadership into question. The conduct also violated Shaw
AVRB Supplement T to AFI34-129, Aleoholic Beverage Prograny.

ALLEGATION 36: That Licutenant Colonel ®©-©7(C)
between on or about 2 March 2009 and on or about 10 December 2010, at
or near Shaw Air Foree Base, South Carolina, tolerated the drinking of
alcohol by commissioned officers in the workplace within the 55th Fighter
Squadron during regular duty hours while other members of the unit were
working, which conduct was prejudicial to good order and discipling, in
violation ol Article 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, General
Article.

SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance ol the
cvidence supported that officers drank while on duly during academic
sessions while enlisted were working, The conduct called the pilots’
ofTicership and leadership into question. The conduct also violated Shaw
Al'B Supplement 1 to AFT 34-129, Alcoholic Beverage Program.

ALLEGATION 37: That | icutenant Colonet ®©-©)7(C)
between on or about 10 December 2010 and on or about 12 June 2012, at
or near Shaw Air Foree Base, South Carolina, toferated the drinking off
aleohel by commissioned ollicers in the workplace within the 55th Fighter
Squadron during regular duty hours while othcr members of the unit were
working, which conduct was prejudicial to good order and discipling, in
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violation of Article 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, General
Article.

SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance of the
evidence supported that officers drank while on duty during academic
sessions while enlisted were working. The conduct called the pilots®
officership and leadership into question, The conduct also violated Shaw
AFB Supplement | to AFL 34-129, Alcoholic Beverage Progran.

AlLLEGATION 38: ‘That Licutenant Colonel [(0)©).(0)7)(C)
between on or about 15 June 2012 and on or about 31 October 2012, at or
near Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina, tolerated the drinking ol
alcohol by commissioned officers in the workplace within the 55th Fighter
Squadron during regular duty hours while other members of the unit were
working, which conduet was prejudicial to good order and discipline, in
violation of Article 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, General
Article.

SUBSTANTIATED, Summary of anclysis: Preponderance of the
cvidence supported that officers drank while on duty during academic
sessions while enlisted were working, 'The conduct called the pilots’
officership and leadership into question. 'Fhe conduct also violated Shaw
AFB Supplement 1 o A1 34-129, Alcoholic Beverage Program.

Alleged Misconduct 2002 to 2006 Luke AFB, Arizona:

2002-2006: TSgt X8 lalleged pilots subjected her to inappropriate situations
involving alcohol use in her unit, sexually offensive behavior within the unit and sexual
harassment al a sporting cvent. lixamples included enlisted members cleaning up vomit
in the squadron left by inebriated pilots and onc of the pilots, whom 1Sgt ®®). could not
identily by name at the time of the complaint clarification interview with SAIAG,
making inappropriatc comments to her at a buschall game reparding her appearance in the
presence of her husband. Resolution path: TSgt ®)6). did not identify witnesses beyond
her hushand regarding these complaints and could not identify by name the pilot who she
alleged made the inappropriate comments. SAT/IG determined the significant passage ol
time would scriously impede the ability to identify witnesses with information relevant to
these issues, the availability of those witnesses, and the ability of those witnesses to recall
events accurately, Therefore, these allegations were not investigated further, Although
the alcohol-related incidents in this portion of TSgt/ € |complaint concerning her
time at Luke AFB will not be investigated due to the passage of time and degraded ability
to collect meaningful evidence, similar alcohol-related incidents were investigaied
regarding her complaints apainst unit members in the 20 OG at Shaw AFB, SC, afler
June 2006,
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Alleped Misconduct 2000-2001 Kunsan ADB, South Korea:

(B)6). I'Spt (B)®), alleged that while assisting the 8 TW/CV with a flight records
review in his office, the 8 FW/CV oftered her alcohol and encouraged her to remove her
BDU top, which would have left her in a utility shirt (a T-shirt) and utility pants.

(Cx 40:61-62) Further, she alleged the 8§ FW/CV was openly pleased with the [emale
Airmen at Kunsan AB; TSt [®06). specifically indicated the 8 FW/CV told her she
looked good in her uniform. (Ex 40:50, 63) Resolution path: Although 'TSgL/®)©).0) |
could not identify the 8 FW/CV in '_}g%.m.. by name, the 10 determined the individual
serving in that position at the time is no longer on active duty. Further, T'Sgt|®)©).0) tid
not specify witnesses that could corroborate the details of these complaints. SAF/IG
determined that the significant passage of time would seriously impede the ability to
identify witnesses with information relevant to these 1ssucs, the availability of those
wimesses, and the ability of those witnesses (o accurately recall events. Thercfore, these
allegations were not investigated further,

TS ®)X6). ulso alleged a number of other incidents in which aleohol and
socializing led to inappropriate activities hoth on and off base. [n onc example, T5gl
(0)6). yelated that while she was in a downtown arca called “A-Town,” a male, whom
TSt ®RX8),  tould not identify but she thought to be a pilot from Kunsan AB, picked up
’]h5§1_g§?\;‘b’ carricd her from the street into a bar, and placed her on top ol a table in the
bar, where people she thought (o be pilols were singing songs with olfensive lyrics.

(Lix 1:5, Kx 40:66-68) TSgt(®)®). [also recounted an incident on base during which a
pilot she identified as Capt [(b)(e)-(b"”(c) pushed her up against a wall with his body.
(Ex 40:51) Another example involved a group of pilots inviting 1'8gt/®X®). _and another

female enlisted member to o over 1o the home ol the 8 FW/CC, then Co ‘E(b)(ﬁ),(b)(?)(C)
for break fast after 'T'SgtPX8): | returned to the base from a night of partying, (1:x 40:52)
At this breaklast at the 8 FW/CC’s house, TSgt fgﬂg}ﬁﬂlcgcd that she was unwillingly
duct-taped to a male mititary member she presumed o be a pilot. (Ex 40:53-56)
Resolution path: TSgt ®XO: did not specifly witnesses that could corroborate the details
ol these complaints with the exception of the incident at the 8 FW/CC’s home, For this
incident, TSgt|E): Flcmificd the § FW/CC at the time, then-Col (®XE.OONC)  fand a

[cllow Airman, NI!\EEIL'{E}@??@, who accompanied her to the 8 FW/CC’s home. According
to TSe(®E:®) NSt OEO) tefired and they no longer keep in contact. (Ix 40:51)
Although the [O [ound the 8 FW/CC at the time is still on active duty, SAF/IG concluded
that the significant passage of time would seriousty impede the ability to identify '
witnesses with information relevant o these issues; the availability of those witnesses:

the ubility of those witnesses to accurately recall events; the ability 1o identify relevant
evidence; and the availability of relevant evidence. Therefore, these allegations were not
investigated further,
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Alleged Misconduct 1995 to 1996 Pope AFB, North Carolina:

!EE)\(”)\, TSt |0X6), nllq,i.d at Pope AlD3, she was issued chemical warfare gear
marked with what T'Sgt (b)(6), 'rhou,g,}\t was the Spanish word [or bitch. (Ex 40:215)
Resolution path: TSgt|(® ) B thd not identily witnesses or specily subjects regarding this
allegation. Because ol the hli._,l'll|chlHl passage of time, SALG determined that ¢redible
witnesses were not likely available to produce evidence against a named subjcel;
therefore, this matter was not investigated further,

|(0)®). (b)) |'1'Sgt ng(f,)w alleged while on deployment to Sembach AB, Germany,
a master sergeant, she could notidentify at the time ol the complaint clarification
interview with SAI/IG, took her to his room after a night of drinking, dropped his pants,
and told her (o touch his penis. TSgt|(B)6). stated in testimony the master sergeant never
touched her during this incident. (Ex 40:5- ]3) Criven that this complaint alleged
potential eriminal misconduct, it was referred 10 AFOSTand will not be addressed in
detail under the cover of this report. However, a synopsis of the incident/findings is
mcluded later in the “Summary and Conclusions™ scetion. Resolution path: Relerred (o
ATFOSI

In conducting the analysis above and determining how 1o address the wrongdoing
allcped by TSgt :52)1(16) the 10 considered the timeliness of the complaints spanning 17
years. Regarding issues and allegations pertaining to events that occurred several years
prior to TSgt |(0)E). I'Img, her 1G complaint, SAI/IG weighed a number of factors,
including paragraph 2.5.2 of AFT190-301 governing the Complaints Resolution Program,

The paragraph states in part:

Complainants must submit [G complaints ma Gmely manner in order for the 1G

Lo resolve them effectively. An [G s not required to look into a complaint if the

complainant has Failed to present the matter to an 1G within 60 days of leaming

of the alloged wrong. 10 complaints not reported within 60 days may seriously

impede the gathering of evidence and testimony, The 1G may dismiss a

complaint if} given the nature of the alleged wrong and the passage of time, there

is reasonable probability insulficienl information can be gathered to make a

determination, and/or no speeial Air I‘oree interests exist 1o justify investigating

the matter.

SAEFAG recognized the nature of the alleped misconduct raised by TSgt ﬁﬁ{g?\f s
ol sipnificant interest to the Air Force. Complaints of sexual harassment and sexual
assault arc of paramount coneern Lo our leadershin at all levels, On the other hand, a
substantial amount of the alleged wrongdoing occurred a significant number ol years ago.
The passage ol years supports the probability that available information would be
insufficient to malke a determination of a substantiated finding against an identified

30
This is a profected docunent, 1t will not he released (in whole or in part), reproduced, or piven
additional disseniination (in whole or in part) outside of the inspector general channels seithond prior
approval of The Dispeator General (SAIC) or designee,

ICTATL USE ONLY (FOUO)




subjeet. In light of these competing lactors, SAF/IG balanced the signilicant nature of
TSt PO, leomplaints with the reasonable probability that information would be
insulficient to make a determination on those complaints. In doing so, SAF/IG
considered the impact of the passage of time on T'Sgt|(b)(6).(b) ability to identify allcged
wrongdocers and corroborating witnesses; the 107°s ability to determine the identities of
alleged wrongdoers and corroborating witnesses; the ability of alleged wrongdoers and
corroborating wilnesses to accuralely recall events; the 107s ability to gather
cotrohorating physical evidenee; whether alleged wrongdocrs are still on active duty in
the Alr Foree and could be held accountable; and whether corroborating witnesses are
still in the Alr Foree and could be ordered to testify in the matter. Consequently, it was
not reasonable to conclude that a sufficient investigation could be done that would lead to
anything other than an allegation unable (o be substantiated due to lack of first-hand
knowledge and lack of recall. Thercfore, where SAT/IG Tound it unlikely Lo be able to
prove individual culpability, TTG engaged senior leaders with aclions und
recommendations thal demanded change Air Force wide. Many of the changes arc in
various stages of implementation and are discussed in the “Summary and Conclusions”
section below.
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VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS.

Results of TSpt Smitl’s Complainty:

TSgt ijgﬁgl',p_}allcgcd misconduct spanning assignments at six locations over 17 years,
SALYIG referred two complaints, one invelving an incident that oceurred in the 1995-
1996 timcframe at Sembach AB and one involving an incident that occurred in 2010 in
[rag, to AFOSI for investigation, because they involved potentially eriminal misconduct.
During the course ol the AFOSI investigation, other incidents were raised by the
complainant and investigated by OSI. A synopsis of the incidents and OS] (indings arc
covered below,

SAFG determined the remaining complaints of misconduct that is alleged to have
oceurred belore 18gL ®NE.0) qgsipnment to Shaw AFB in 2006 will not be investigated,
because the signiticant passage of time since the alleged misconduct supports a
reasonable prebability that information gathered would be substantially degraded,
unavailable, or untrustworthy due 1o the lengthy passage of time. The reasons supporting
statutes ol hmitations are designed to ensure not only that the evidence to be gathered is
still available, but also that subjects of such allegations will have rcasonable access 10
evidence and memories that have not beecome so faded as to become untrustworthy.
These [actors were determined (o make a fair determination on those complaints unlikely.

SAF/C referred the complaints stemming Irom 18gt|®6).0) |assipnment at Shaw
AFB, consisting ol 38 allegations and involving 16 subjects, to the 9 AF/CC for
mvestigation. While several of these ullegations were also very old and subjeet (0 many
of the same clements of unfaimess which support reasonable statutes of limitations, they
pertained to many ol the same personnel and locations over the entire time of TSgt
®X6).0) iussignmcni (o Shaw AI'B. Therelore, many of the normal statute ol limitations
concerns were found to be sulficiently mitigated. As a result of TSt OO lcomplaints
and other factors, CSAT also directed an Air Force-wide [ ealth and Wellare Inspeetion
on 28 Nov 12 and conlinues Lo implement measures (o eliminate sexual haragsment and
sexual assault within (he Air I'orce,

Results of 9 AF CDI

The appointted 1O completed the 9 AF/CC CDIin May 2013 alter interviewing 205
witnesses, 102 of which were enlisted members. Although 25% ol the enlisted members
interviewed stated that they observed inappropriate material on network drives, none,
other than the complainant, had chosen to mention it before the investigation.
Additionally, no complaints of scxual harassment were made to the Fqual Opportunity
Office at the 20 FW between 2008 and 2012, (Fx 10:1-2) The investigation
substantiated 16 allegations against cight subjects. At the completion of the 9 AIY DI
report, four subjects were still under the command of the 9 AF/CC, three subjects had
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changed duly stations to areas outside of the 9 AIYCC command chain, and the remaining
subjeet retired in October 2009, TG referred the substantiated allegations against the
three subjects remaining on active duty not assigned o 9 AF 1o the Commanders of Air
Liducation and Training Command (AETC), United States Alr Forces in Lurope
(USAFL), and Air FForee District of Washington (AFDW) for command action, as
appropriate. (I'x 26) The following is a summary of the substantiated allepations

(Iix 10):

Col| (b)(6),(b)7)(C) 20 OG/CC (two substantiated allegations):

The CDI 10O found Col SE)SE) () (1) was derelict in the performance of his
duties as the 20 OG/CC in failing to take steps (o prevent sexual harassment
in the 20 OG (preventive measures and proactive steps were insulficient to
convey the Air Foree policy of zero tolerance for sexual hatassment in the
wotkplace, to include discouraging activities that would create a hostile
worlc environment; inaction by squadron commanders implied Col
(B)6).(b) Idirection on this issuc lacked a sense of urgeney and seriousness
regarding preventing und correcting a hostile work environment) and (2)
was derelict in the performance of his duties as the 20 OG/CC in [ailing to
take action in responsc 1o ISEI'(bF(g)L(b) complaint of sexual harassment (did
not take sullicient action to investigate or resolve '1'Sgt fb)(e) ®) leomplaint,
including not reviewing materials on network drives or _Lllli:,Llll'IE
commanders 1o do s0 and not mecting with 'I'Sgtgg’ﬁc_ lo ensure her
coneerns were addressed).

Lt Cot [POOC 77 BS/CC (1wo substantiated allegations):
The CDI O found Tt Col (bHS) () was derelict in the performance of his
dutics as the 77 IS/CC in ﬂnlmg. Lo provide an environment free of sexual
harassment {condoned displaying offensive materials of a sexual nature in
the squadron during academic sessions and naming ceremony events, which
created an objectively hostile work environment - two allegations o' a
continuing course ol conduct that spanned the timeframe in which the
relevant AF1 30-270C, fgual Oppariunity Program Mifitary and Civilian,
was amended).
., (b)(6).(b)(7)(C) ' ; - 7y

Lt Col . previously 79 FS/CC, now 200 OG/CD (one
substantiated allegation). "I'he COLIO found 1.1 C Z('JIng;&was derelict in
the performance of his dutics as the 79 I'S/CC in failing to provide an
environment [ree of sexual harassment (knew of female underwear hanging
on the teoth of a mascot displayed in the squadron bar/break room, which

was objectively oftensive and reasonably created a hostile work

environment, for period of weeks/months and failed 1o take action 1o remove
them).
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Lt Col j(b)(s)‘(b)(T)(C) 35 FS/ACC, (one substantiated
allegation): The CDI IO found Lt Col (B)6), tolerated the drinking of
alcohol by ollicers in the workplace during regular duty hours while other
members of the unit worked (olficers drank while on duty during academic
sessions while enlisted members were wotking, calling the officers’
officership and leadership into question and vialating Shaw AFB
Supplement 1 1o AF1 34-219),

‘ b)(6).(b)(7)(C)

Lt Col (now Col) previously 55 IF'S/CC_now
Director, Deployable AOC (CAOC 5), Poggio Renatico, Italy (five
substantiated allegations): The CDI 10 found then-1.1 Col (0)(©6),(b) { ) was
derelict in the performance of his dutics as the 55 FS/CC in Tailing to
enloree a policy of not tolerating sexual harassment and failing w0 provide
an cnvironment free of sexual harassment (condoned displaying offensive
materials of a sexual nature in the squadron during acadeimic sessions and
naming ceremony events, which created an objectively hostile work
environment, and did not take sufficient action to cradicate objectively
offensive materials that played frequently within the workplace, thereby
failing L enforee a zero lerance policy of sexual harassment - - three
allegations ol a continuing course of conduet both al the home duty station
and while deployed that spanned the timeframe in which the rclevant
AF136-2700, Equal Opporiunity Program Military and Civilian was
amended), (2) was der LIIIJ. n l.,ulmb o comply with Privacy Act rules
(shared mlormation ¢ ‘(b)(S) (®)7XC) with one unit
member who did not have a m,cd 10 ](mw), and (3) tolerated the drinking of
alcohol by officers in the workplace during regular duty hours while other
members of the unit worked (officers drank while on duty during academic
sessions while enlisted members were working, calling the officers’
officership and leadership into question and violating Shaw AI'B
Supplement 1 to AFI 34-219),

Lt Col (Col-select) [(OXE).(B)7XC) previously 55 ES/CC_now
|(b)(s"(b)(7)(c) _ _ (theee substantiated findings): The CDI IO
found [ ©)E.ONTNC) {1y was derelict in the performance of his duties as

the 55 1'S/CC in failing 1o provide an environment free of sexual harassment
{condoned displaying sexually offensive materials in the squadron during
academic sessions and a naming ceremony event, which created an
objectively hostile work enviromment - {two alfcbaLion's of 4 continuing
course of conduct that spanned the timeframe in which the relevant

‘ol (b)(6), invoked his Article 31, VCMI, rights and relused 1o be interviewed,

Y ‘ol|(D)( 6) (b) i invoked his Article 31, UMY rights and refused o e interviewad,
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AFL36-2706, Eyual Oppartunily Program Military and Civilion, was
amended) and (2) tolerated the drinking of alcohol by officers in the
workplace during regular duty hours while other members of the unit
worked (officers drank while on duty during academic sessions while
enlisted members were working, calling the officers” officership and
leadership into question and violating Shaw AFB Supplement ] to
ATT 34-219).

— Cupt (Major-select) |(0)(®),(BL)7XC) !previmm‘h: pilot in 55 I'S, now at
(b)(6),(b)(7)(C) i Luhe AFB._AZ (one substantiated finding): The
CDTTO Tound Capt ©©:0) lviolated AFT 33-129 by wrongfully storing
offensive material on a government computer (saved two liles with images
that were sexually suggestive on a government computer).

Lt Col (Ret) (b)(6).(B)7)(C) retived in 2009 (one substantiated
finding): The CDUIO found Lt Col @@®) tolerated the drinking of
alcohol by oflicers in the workplace during regular duty hours while other
members of the unit worked (officers drank while on duty during academic
scssions while enlisted members were working, calling the ofTicers’
officership and Icadership into question and violating Shaw AIFB
Supplement 1 to AT'l 34-219).

Results of AFOSI Investizations: — Incident Sunumaries/Iindings from TSgt
P . . . I
}‘;{5@}-“” Criminal Misconduct Complaints:

Incident [: Alleged that an unidentified master sergeant exposed
himself 1o T'St®X®. _lin 1996 while deployed to Sembach AB, Germany:
unidentitied master sergeant retired in 1996;

- AFOST identified the master sergeant and interviewed him under
Article 31, Uniform Code ol Military Justice, rights advisement; Subject
vaguely recalled TS gt ‘_g{%_‘ﬂ}md denied any form ol contact with her;

- Additional witness inferviews and records checks ol Subject could
not corroborate T'Spt Egg}g))»(bi allegations; file closed with no legal action
taken. '

Incident 2: Alleged sexual assault by unknown Army member while
deployed to Balad, Iraq. in 2010; -

- AFOST interviewed T'5gt ﬁﬁs?_'(m family me:mbcre; and roommates
and they were unable 1o provide pertinent information;

" Qourced information for the eriminal investigations is not contained as an exhibit under the cover of this
report,
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- ATOSI transferred the case to the Army Criminal [nvestigation
Command (C11)"? with AVOSI supporting;

- CID conducted a photo lineup with TSgt _EE@(:!'BO Army males
deployed to Balad during the alleged timeframe; however, 1'Sgt| 0)6), was
unable to identily Subjeel; S

- CID closed its case; no further action taken since no Subject could be
identificd.

Incident 3: Alleged that a major hugged and kissed an Airman
{grade al ime unknown) at lglin AFB, IFL, in 2000; the Airman is now a
master sergeant and the major retired in 2001;

- AI'OST interviewed the master sergeant, who said Subject kissed her
on the lips for approximaiely 2 seconds alter her going-away luncheon; the
master sergeant said she bad no other interaction with Subjcet;

- Wilness interviews could not corroborate the allegation,

- AFOSI interviewed Subject, who could not recall the master sergeunt
or the alleged incident: file was closed.

Incident 4 Alleped that a staff scrpcant was recently raped by an
unknown Air Iorce member at a party near Pope AFR, N,

- AFOST interviewed the stalt sergeant who cliimed she was raped by
i technical sergeant;

- AI'OSI determined the person alleged to be a technical sergeant was
a civilian; AFOSI referred the case to the local police department (1213),
which is lead on the investigation,

Ineident 50 Alleged that a staff serpeant was raped by an unknown
Turkish dress shop owner while the stalT sergeant was deployed;

- AFOSTinterviewed the stall sergeant, who said an unknown male
touched her breasts at an Isracli dress shop in Fayetteville, NC, several years
ago; the stalt scrgeant could not provide the location of the dress shop or
any other information to help locate the dress shop or the unknown male:

- In coordination with the local P, AFOST determined the most
probable shop that matched the stafl sergeant’s desceription had closed two
years ago and the owner was unknown by the local PD;

- Witness interviews of shops adjacent to the likely dress shop could
not corroborate any of the stall sergeant’s allegations;

"The 1 s fomually retained us a hislorical reminder that the organization’s vools are founded in the
ariginal name Criminal Iivestigation Division (CHD)Y, (1O et al) _

" Incidents 3-7 invalve conduct that 'T8pt|()E), jdentified to AFOSI; 1TSgt|(0)E), did not include this
speeitic conduct in her complaint or her compluint elarification inlerview with the SAF/G 1O,
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- AFQOSI referred the casc to the local PD.

Incidens 6 Alleged that a caplain previously assigned to Shaw A3,
SC, wag having adulterous sexual relations with a licutenant, an Air Force
civilian, and an enlisted member;

- Allegation did not meet AFOSI investigative thresholds and was
referred 1o 9 AR for CIDIL

fncident 70 Alleged that a former Airman (grade at time unknown)
agsigned to Shaw AFB was pholographed nude while she was passed out
[rom alcohol; the Airman is now a civilian attending Liberty University;

= AFFOSI interviewed the former Atrman and she denied being sexually
assaulted or touched; AFOSI referred the matter to 9 AF for CDI.

Other Actions: Air Force Initiatives fo Elintinate Sexaal Havasspwent and Sexnal
Assault:

CSALF and other Air Foree senjor leaders continue Lo move forward with inftiatives
to ensure that all Air Porce members are provided with a workplace focused on
professionalism. On 28 Nov 12, shortly alter contacting '1'Sgt .(E)(gi- directly by phone
concerning her complaints, CSA met with all wing commandersim persen at Andrews
AFB, Maryland, to ask them (o examine their work scttings and ensure Airmen at all
levels consistently apply standards of professionalism and respect across the service,
CSAF did so by directing a lHealth and Wellare Inspection that starled on 5 Dee 12 to
emphasize an environment of respeet, trust, and protessionalism in the workplace,
sending the message to all Air Porce members that inappropriate material in the
workplace would not be tolerated in any Air Foree unit. (Ix 11)

The inspection included over 100 Air Foree installations involving nearly 600,000
Alr Foree military and civilian personnel. Commanders were directed to find and remove
anyy documents ot media that Fell within three broad categories: 1) pormographic,
2) unprofessional, ot 3) inappropriate or offensive, Commanders found and removed 631
instances of pornography, 3,987 instances of unprofessional material, and 27,598
instances of mappropriate or offensive items. (1ix 24)

The inspection was but one in a series ol intiatives the Air Foree has undertaken to
combat sexual harassment and sexual assaull. The Air Foree conducted bystander
intervention training service wide, examined supplementary training lor commanders,
and made multiple avenues ol support available to every victim of sexual assaull.
Support services include counseling, medical, mental health, and safety scrvices and a
vietim’s advocate (VA), among other things. Also of note, the Air Force has launched a
pilot program designed to provide legal assistance to victims of sexual assault, Starting
on 28 Jan 13, the Special Vicetims” Counsel Program began providing sexual assault
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victims lepal agsistance to help thent navigate the criminal ;uxllw system with lawyers
trained to handle their unique needs.

The following is a list of recently implemented initiatives aimed at combating
sexual harassment and sexual assault:

e 2011 Published Wing Commanders Guide Lo Sexual Assault Prevention
& Response (SAPR). (Lix 23)

'This decument focuscs on instructing commanders about their
responsibilities regarding the work environment. ‘The guide discusscs
the five key clements of a wing commander’s responsibility for sexuul
assault risk management, which are personal leadership, climate
environment, community leadership, vietim response, and offender
accountability. The elements encompass both prevention and responsc
strategies. Further, the guide points out that attention to these
clements has a positive effeet on individuals and overall mission
readiness. (Ex 23:.2)

o August 2012 - Published AFPD 1 Policy Directive focused on standards
for Alr Foree Culture. (Iix 7)

‘This directive highlights Air Force culture and establishes Air Foree
policy concerning prolessionalism and standards expected of all
Adrmen, The dircetive states, “H is every Airman’s duty and
obligation Lo act professionally and meet all Air Foree standards at all
times. Only by doing so can the United States Air IForee continue to
be the world’s greatest Air Foree and retain its time-honored culture
and the vital trust, respeet, and confidence of the American public.”
(I'x 7:2)

o  August 2012 Published AKL 1-1, Ajr Force Stemdards, focused on
standards for Air Foree culture. (I:x 6)

This instruction implemented Air Foree Policy Directlive 1 and
reiterates the Alr Foree vero-tolerance policy toward unlawtul
diserimination of any kind, including sexual harassment. This zero-
{olerance policy means that once unlawful diserimination is alleged,
appropriate action will be taken to investigate/resotve allegations and
stop unlawful behavior, Air FForce members must not unlawfully
diseriminate against, harass, intimidate, or threaten anather person on
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the basis of race, color, religion, gender, national origin, age,
disabilily, reprisal, or gencetic information, (1ix 6:10)

s November 2012 - Prior to the announcement of his decision to direct the
Air Force-wide TTealth and Welfare Inspection, CSALY personally
contacted T'Sgt|(P)O), |y voice his concern regarding the issues raised in

her complaint. (10 ¢t al)

o 28 Nov |2 - CSAT met with all Alr Foree wing commanders at Andrews
Al and directed them to conduct inspections to examine their work
settings and ensure Airmen al all levels consistently apply standards of
professionalism and respect across the service. The inspeetions were
completed in December 2012 and the results, discussed carlier in this
report, were released in January 2013, (Bx 12, Tix 24, Ex 28)

e Other actions implemented by Air Force agencies in 1Y 12 regarding,
SAPR programs, including actions focused on preventing sexual
harassment:

s AI'OSI developed an cight-day advanced Sex Crimes Investigations
Training Program (SCITP) and authored a new policy o improve
agents’ ability to investigate these types of crimes, SCUEP attendees
were tuught the cognilive interview technique, which was designed 10
cnhance vietim and witness recall of erime details. (Bx 30:22)

o Provided 100% cxpedited transter approval [or victims requesting
transfer after u sexual assault incident. (1ix 30.28)

e Resourced a Sexual Assault Response Coordinator (SARC) for cach
Air Foree installation. A standard core personnel document is
currenily in classilication with the Adr 'oree Personnel Center Lo
employ full-time SAPR VAs by 1 Oct 13, (Ix 30:39)

o Trained 70 new SARCs ina 40-hour course, and 96 SARCs received
training o operate in a deployed environment. Additionally, 5,145
SAPR VAs reeeived training, to include deployment training.

(Ex 30:33)

o Trained 4,592 wing, vice wing, and group commanders in SAPR.
(lix 28, lix 30:34)
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o 2046 criminal investipators received Annual Periodic Sexual Assault
Investigations Training and 24 completed the Sex Crimes Investigation
Training Program. Additionally, 170 criminal investipators attended
the Basic Special Investigations Course and 17 attended the Advanced
General Crimes Investigation Course. (1:x 30:34)

» Drovided 24,680 Air IForce medics with [irst responder SAPR training
[or healtheare providers, (Fx 30:34-35)

e The Judge Advocate General's School (TIAGS) provided formal
training to over 1,400 judge advocates and paralegals. Additionally,
over 1,000 judge advocates and paralegals viewed webcasts on sexual
assault-related topics, and hundreds more attended training conducled
at venues other than TIAGS, (1ix 30:35)

o The Alr Force Assistant Scerctary chaired the SAPR Executive
Sicering Group (ESG), comprised of stakeholders dedicated o the
eradication of sexual assault within the Air Force, 'The ESG convened
twice in 1Y 12, providing senior leaders an opportunity to discuss and
improve the Air Force SAPR Program. Moving forward, in addition
to ensuring senior SAPR policy oversight, the ESG will also begin
reporting Lo the Community Action Information Board senior
leadership body to increase information sharing. (Ex 30:43)

o Conducted the Air Force annual SAPR Leader Summil, where
participants heard from leadership and national experts on a varicty ol
topics concerning sexual assaull. “To supplement discussions, the Air
lForee distributed & Wing Commander’s SAPR Guide, developed by
subject matter experts, current wing commanders, and command
chicfs, ‘T'he guide included statistics, facts, and talking poiots to help
instatlation leaders speak authoritatively on the topic of sexual assault
to Adrmen under their command. (Tix 30:47)

e January 2013 -- Stood up the Special Vietims® Counsel Program to
develop victims™ understanding ol the military justice process, protect the
rights afforded to victims in the military justice system, and empower
victims by removing barricts (o their full participation in the military
justice process, (Ex 10, Lx 17, 1ix 18)

e Effective 28 Jan 13, Airmen and other enlitled persons who report as
victims of sexual assault are cligible to be assigned a personal
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attorney, called a Spectal Victims” Counscl (8VC), at Air Force
CXPEnse,

o  Asol 19 Jul 13, over 370 victims of sexual assault have been
represented by SVCs.

e  SVCsarc active duty judge advocates whose sole role 15 to
represent vietims in a conlidential, attorney-client relationship,
throughout the investigation and prosccution processes.

e Tach SVC’s chain of command runs through the Air Foree Legal
Operations Ageney in Washington, DC. This independence means
thal no one in a victim’s chain of command or the chain of
command of the perpetrator will influence an SVC’s representation
of his or her ¢lients,

e 24 SVUsand 10 Special Vielims® Paralegals are serving in this
capacity worldwide. They received training at a weeklong course
at T'TAGS, which training included instruction from civilian
vietims® rights attorneys.

e 3 Tun 13 — Dirccted USAL SAPR Stand-down Day. (Lix 34)

s To continue toward eliminating sexual harassment and sexual
assaull, SECAF directed that (1) The Air Force Audit Agency
conduct a 100% review of credentials and qualitications of
currently serving recruiters, SARCs, and VAs to ensure (hey meet
applicable selection criteria and standards; (2) SARCs and VAs
reecive reliesher training on professional responsibilities and
ethics, their critical responsibilities and standards, and the impact
on mission readiness of violations of our standards; and
(3) commanders provide purposcful and dircet engagement with
their members and civilian employees on SAPR principles and the
climate of dignity and respect necessary in every work place.

e 0 Jun 13 - Implemented a new requirement that trial counsel notity all
victims of oftenses tricd by court-martial of their right to submit a viclim
impact statement for consideration by the convening authorily at
clemeney, {1ix 36)

o 6 Jun 13 — Elevated oversight of SAPR Office from one-star general (o a
two-star general, solely dedicated to the mission of sexual assault
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prevention. The two-star general selected to lead the new directorale
reports directly to the Viee Chict of Staft of the Air Force and served as
the [0 Tor the Commander Directed Investigation Report entitled
“Developing America’s Airmen: A Review of Alr FForee Lnlisted
Training,” 22 Aug 12, which looked info the sexual misconduct within the
Basic Milutary T'raining environment. (Ex 13, Ex 20)

o 17 Jun 13 - Implemented a policy requiring the Special Court-Martial
Canvening Authority to provide the General Court-Martial Convening
Authority with notice of the initial disposition action in sexual assault
cases and for the General Court-Martial Convening Authority to sign the
writlen report of command action that is provided to AFOST belore close-
out of an investigation. (Kx 37)

e 2Jul 13 Implemented changes to administrative discharge processing by
(1) adding provistons for Airmen who have made an unrestricted report of
sexual assaalt within the last year of their right to request review and
approval by the General Court-Martial Convening Authority of their
proposed discharge where the Adrman asserts the discharge is in retaliation
for a sexual assaull report; (2) adding provisions for mandatory
involuntary discharge processing ol Airmen who commit sexual assault
and making the retention and waiver authority for sexual assaull cases the
Gieneral Court-Martial Convening Authority; and (3) adding an

“enumerated involunlary separation provision for Airmen who engage in an
unprolessional relationship while serving in a speetal position of trust as
reeruiter, faculty or staft. (Ex 38)

¢ August 2013 - By the end of August 2013, The Inspector General will
have personally briefed and trained every (100%) silting wing and group
commander in the Air Force on sexual assault prevention and response Lo
include eliminating sexual harassment. The following statement sets the
tonc and dircetion given 1o each of thase commanders and 1s
communicated in person by TIG (Tx 21, [O et al):
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“IF we're going Lo gel serious about preventing sexual assault, we
need 1o get serious about eliminating environments conducive (©
sexual harassment or unprofessional relationships. Both are
leading indicators of sexual assault and other behavior and
performance issues.” Gen Welsh, Air Force Chief of Staff

(b)(8),(b)(7)(C)

@) (Col, USAF
SATIG Investigating Officer

[ have reviewed this Report of Investigation and the accompanying legal review and
I concur with their tindings.

Regarding this investigation and tts results the Air foree Inspector General in
support of the Seeretary and the Air Foree Chief of Staff continues to press forward to
ensure that all Airmen are treated with the respect and dignity they deserve, When Air
Foree supervisors and members fail o adhere to these standards, the Inspector General
through his investigative and inspection assets will actively pursue resolution of
complaints and allegations. The Inspector General and staff fully support the iniliatives
discussed in this report and others dedicated to preventing sexual assault and sexual
harassment.

(b)(8).(b)(7)(C)

STEPHEN P, MULLLER
Licutenant General, USAT
The Inspector General

43
This is a profected doctiment. 10wl not be released {inehole or in part), reproduced, or given
addditionat dissenination (in whate or in part) outside of the inspectar peneral channels without prior
appravad of The Inspector General (SAFZICG) or designee.

FOR-OHFICIAL USE-ONLEY (FOUOY —




LIST OF EXHIBITS

[oxhibit
Technical "my, mi | |(P)E).()TXC) |("0nnl'1im ............................................................ 1
T%g_gﬂ(ﬁ} @ ompldl nt Relerral Memorandum [or 9 AI-CC ..., 2
IO T TR i siin s sansansnsisusnssnss sonsanssnmanaiess STh RATR IS IS R A ST 3
INOL UISEA L st ittt ettt e b s a s e 4

Standards

AX190-301, Inspector General Complaints Resolution, 23 Aug 11, Incorporating

Chg T, 0 Jun 12, FXITACL oo e 5
ATT -1, Ay Force Standurds, 7 AUZ T2 e O
AFPD -1, dir Force Culture, 7 Aug T2 s 7
INOL TISEA oo et e e eb e s ent e e 8
Not Used .o, OO PO TSP O U U VOO OO PRO 9

Documents

D1 Coneerning Misconduel within the 20 FW - [0 May 13 (Report Fixiract)........ 10
CSAF Directs Atr Force-wide Health and Wellare Ingpection e, 11
CRAD Talke | padershipwith WS CONINIIES o omsememsnssmsmmsmsssnssmssess 12
Former Satety Chicel'l Imds Smudl Assault Prevention Lflm 15 TR
Historian Inputs tor TSg( L)), | COMENACES ©.ovvvar s ersssssesr s 14
Expedited Transfor Based upon Unrestricted Sexual Assault ... 15
Special Vietims” Counsel (SVC) Program Facl Sheet, o, 16
SYC Overview lor Commanders, 26 0an 13 e 17
SV Rules of Practice and Procedure, 24 Jan 13 v 18
Letter from SECAF, CSAE and CMBSAL on Sexual Assault oo, 19
New SAPR Office Organization Chart, 6 Jun 13 e, 20)
The Inspeetor General (TICH Pre-Command Traming ..o, 21
T8gt|®)6). _|Einlisted Performance Reports i, 22
Wing Commanders’ Guide to Sexual Assault Prevention and Response............ a2
USAL TIeallh and Welface Taspection FINAIBES «vamimmasnuonssasisi 24
ALETC Commander’s Report to Secretary on Maj Gen Wooward™s CDl e 25
Command Action Referral for Subjects Not Under 9 AF CC Command e 20
Investigating Officer Appointment Memo - Col ®O.®C) [ 27
CSAL Briefing to Wing Commandets on

Scxual Assaull Prevention & Response, 28 Nov 12, 28
SVC Charter Signed by TIAG 24, Jan 13 i, 29

44

This is o protecied docrment. Howill not be released (in whole ar in part), reproduced, or given

wdlelitional dissemination (in whole or in purt) outside of the inspector general chainels without prior

approval of The fnspector General (SAIAIG) or designee.

FOR OFFICTAL USE ONLY (FOUQ)



Extracts [rom FY12 Do) SAPRO Annual Report on Sexual Assault,

VOLUME NI ittt 30
Enclosure 3 (Air oree), FY 12 Dol) SAPRO Annual Report on Sexual Assault,

VOLUME ONLE ettt ettt re e eas 31
Extracts from FY 12 Dol) SAPRO Annual Report on Sexual Assault,

VOLUME TWEO i st 32
Complaint Analysis Regarding Md] (ren Wells, STO00P . 33
CSAF SAPR Stand-down and CONOPS ..o 34
9 AF/CC UCDIE Update Memo (20 APrA3) e s 35
ATTS1-201, Administration of Military Justice, 6 Jun 13, Extract ..., 30

SALF Memo on GCMCA Review in Certain Sexual Assault Cases, 17 Jun 13 ........37
AF136-3208, Administrative Separation of Airmen, 9 Jul 04, Incorporating Through

Change 7, 2 Ul T3, FXIPACL 1o veevrirois i sns s cenes s enies et snsssiessansnessiessessnee s 38
INOU LIS 1ot et ebes e et s 39
Testimony
TSet I(b)(6}‘(b)(7)(C) Complaint Clarification INTervIiew oo 40
45

This is a protected docwnient. It witl not be vefeased (o whole or in part), reproduced, or given
additional dissentination (in whele or In part) autside of Il‘rc mspufm reneral chunnels withont prior
approval of The Inspector Cenera ) or desiynee,

R OFFICIAL USE ONLY (FOUQ)



—FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
Sensitive Material

The Inspector
General
of the Air Force

Addendum to
July 2013
Report of Investigation
(FRNO: 2012-22115)

Complainant. Technical Sergeant

(b)(®).(b)(7)(C)

October 2013

DO NOT OPEN COVER WITHOUT A NEED TO KNOW--
PROTECTED COMMUNICATION TO IG

This is a protected document. It will not be released (in whole or in part), reproduced, or given additional
dissemination (in whole or in part) outside of the inspector general channels without prior approval of The
Inspector General (SAF/IG) or designee.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY (FOUO)



Sensitive Material

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
L Background .......coccovieeiiiniinienienieiieentenieeneeenreereenreesiaessnessseesssesnsesssesssaenns 1
II.  Summary of Amended FIndings .........cocceeveverenenineninincnccecccieeenne 1
II  CONCIUSIONS ..ottt 3
IV, List of EXhIDItS...cc.cooiiriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieicictececcctceee e 9

This is a protected document. It will not be released (in whole or in part), reproduced, or given additional
dissemination (in whole or in part) outside of the inspector general channels without prior approval of The
Inspector General (SAF/IG) or designee.

“FOR OFFICIAL-BSE ONLY (FOUO)



ADDENDUM TO JULY 2013
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION (FRNO: 2012-22115)
CONCERNING
Allegations of Wrongdoing from Technical Sergeanté(b)(ﬁ).(b)(Y)(C)

PREPARED RY .
COLONEL ®)©)®)7)C) |
"~ October 2013 :

I. BACKGROUND

In July 2013, SAF/IG completed a Report of Investigation (ROI) concerning

various allegations of wrongdoing brought by Technical Sergeant (TSgt) (b)(6),(b)(7)(C)
Shaw Air Force Base (AFB), South Carolina (SC). The July 2013 ROI contains a
complete summary of the background, allegations, findings, and conclusions relevant to
TSgt@E?;Eg}im ’s complaint. (Ex 9) The scope and authority for this addendum are the same
as detailed in the July 2013 ROI. (Ex 9:2) Additionally, applicable standards for
allegations discussed in this addendum remain the same as covered in the original
SAF/IG ROI and are not addressed again. (Ex 9:10-13) This addendum pertains to
additional investigative actions taken with regard to allegations addressed in the
commander-directed investigation (CDI) conducted by the Ninth Air Force (9 AF)
Commander (CC) as a result of TSgt(7c,~ s allegations. Specifically, this addendum
addresses allegations concerning Colonel (Col) (0)(6),(b)(7)(C) ! who served as the
55th Fighter Squadron (FS)/CC, Shaw AFB, SC, and the 55th Expeditionary Fighter
Squadron (EFS)/CC, Joint Base Balad, Iraq, during the timeframe of the alleged

wrongdoing.

II. SUMMARY OF AMENDED FINDINGS REGARDING COL ®)©€).0)(7)(C) |
(®Y6L.EXTIC) |

The July 2013 SAF/IG ROl included findings and conclusions from the 9 AF
CDJ, which addressed six allegations against Col]ﬁg‘"b"”m SAF/IG referred the

: ; E | ) 3
allegations to 9 AF/CC based on information gathered from TquEE’fa"W’ s testimony to

! At the time of the alleged wrongdoing, Col|2®®17) was a lieutenant colonel and is referenced as such in the

allegations addressed in this addendum.
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the SAF/IG Investigating Officer (IO) and legal advisor.” The allegations and findings
from the original 9 AF CDI are listed below (Ex 9 @ Ex 10:3-4, 12):

ALLEGATION 5: That Lieutenant Colonel|()(®).(0)(7)(C)
between on or about 2 March 2009 and on or about 4 October 2010, at or
near Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina, was derelict in the
performance of his duties as the 55th Fighter Squadron Commander, in
that he failed to enforce military equal opportunity policy of not tolerating
sexual harassment in the 55th Fighter Squadron, as it was his duty to do
under Air Force Instruction 36-2706, Military Equal Opportunity (MEO)
Program, 29 July 2004, paragraph 2.5.1, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.

SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance of the
evidence supported finding that Col ™ ®"™“ condoned displaying sexually
offensive materials in the squadron during academic sessions and naming
ceremony events. The materials created an objectively hostile work
environment.

ALLEGATION 6: That Lieutenant Colonel (°)(6),(b)7)(C)
between on or about 5 October 2010 and on or about 10 December 2010
at or near Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina, was derelict in the
performance of his duties as the 55th Fighter Squadron Commander, in
that he failed to provide for an environment in the 55th Fighter Squadron
that was free from sexual harassment, as it was his duty to do under Air
Force Instruction 36-2706, Equal Opportunity Program Military and
Civilian, 5 October 2010, paragraph 1.23.1, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.

SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance of the
evidence supported finding that Co fb}(ﬁ”b"m} icondoned displaying sexually
offensive materials in the squadron during academic sessions and naming
ceremony events. The materials created an objectively hostile work
environment.

ALLEGATION 7: That Lieutenant Colonel |(0)(6).(0)7)C) |
between on or about 1 May 2010 and on or about 4 October 2010, Joint
Base Balad, Iraq, was derelict in the performance of his duties as the 22d
Expeditionary Fighter Squadron Commander,” in that he failed to enforce

> For consistency and reference, allegation numbers for referrals and additional investigations remained the same in all
reports of investigation.

3 According to the 9 AF CDI, the correct unit designator was the 55th Expeditionary Fighter Squadron. The IO
concluded and we concur that the error in the original allegation did not materially change the nature of the allegation
or the subject’s responsibility as the commander of the squadron.
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military equal opportunity policy of not tolerating sexual harassment in the
22d Expeditionary Fighter Squadron, as it was his duty to do under Air
Force Instruction 36-2706, Military Equal Opportunity (MEO) Program,
29 July 2004, paragraph 2.5.1, in violation of Article 92, Uniform Code of
Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.
SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance of the
evidence supported finding that Col[PHHS did not take sufficient action
to eradicate objectively offensive materials that played frequently at the
Operations Desk, thereby failing to enforce a zero tolerance policy of

sexual harassment.

ALLEGATION 8: That Lieutenant Colonel |(P)(6),(b)(7)(C)
between on or about 5 October 2010 and on or about 10 December 2010,
at or near Joint Base Balad, Iraq, was derelict in the performance of his
duties as the 22d Expeditionary Fighter Squadron Commander,* in that he
failed to provide for an environment within the 22d Expeditionary Fighter
Squadron that was free from sexual harassment, as it was his duty to do
under Air Force Instruction 36-2706, Equal Opportunity Program Military
and Civilian, 5 October 2010, paragraph 1.23.1, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.

NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance
of the evidence supported finding that squadron jets re-deployed on 5 Oct
10. Allegation 6 covers the alleged timeframe when the squadron was
located at Shaw AFB.

ALLEGATION 9: That Lieutenant Colonel (0)6).(0)(7)(C) |
between on or about 1 May 2010 and on or about 1 July 2010, at or near
Joint Base Balad, Irag, was derelict in the performance of his duties, in
that he failed to comply with rules prohibiting the release of Privacy Act
information concerning Technical Sergeant (P)(®).(P)7)(C) to third parties,
as it was his duty to do under Air Force Instruction 33-332, Privacy Act
Program, 29 January 2004, paragraph 12.4, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.
SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance of the
evidence supported finding that Col *®®"”“ shared general information about
complainant’s (b)(6),(b)(7)(C) with one field grade officer who had expressed
concern about complainant’s whereabouts. According to the testimony, all other

* According to the 9 AF CDI, the correct unit designator was the 55th Expeditionary Fighter Squadron. The 10
concluded and we concur that the error in the original allegation did not materially change the nature of the allegation
or the subject’s responsibility as the commander of the squadron.
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personnel who knew of complainant’s (b)(6),(bX7XC) cither had a need to
know or were told by complainant. '

ALLEGATION 36: That Lieutenant Colonel (P)6).(0)7)(C) |
between on or about 2 March 2009 and on or about 10 December 2010, at
or near Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina, tolerated the drinking of
alcohol by commissioned officers in the workplace within the 55th Fighter
Squadron during regular duty hours while other members of the unit were
working, which conduct was prejudicial to good order and discipline, in
violation of Article 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, General
Article.

SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance of the
evidence supported that officers drank while on duty during academic sessions
while enlisted were working. The conduct called the pilots’ officership and
leadership into question. The conduct also violated Shaw AFB Supplement 1 to
AFI 34-219,” Alcoholic Beverage Program.

. . [®)E)EXTIC) |
The scope of the allegations against Col

allegatior included the period from 2009
through 2010, when Col @ was under the command responsibility of 9 AF/CC.
Pursuant to AFI 90-301,_?}‘?8}?86‘10}' General Complaints Resolution, 23 Aug 11,
Incorporating Change 1, 6 Jun 12, paragraph 1.30.1, 9 AF/CC had the authority to
investigate any allegations of misconduct by Col®®®”© |during that timeframe unless
preempted by higher authority. When the July 2013 investigation completed, Col

i“’”‘”""’”"‘"’} ‘had been reassigned to United States Air Forces in Europe Command (USAFE).
More specifically, he was assigned to the Air Force Element (AFELM) of North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) Allied Air Command. Col®®®7€ s immediate
commander at the time was Colé(b){B).(b)(T)(C |AFELM!CC NATO, Allied Air Command.
(Ex 2)

SAF/IG referred the substantiated allegations concerning Col ™ o

USAFE/CC on 12 Jun 13. (Ex 1) Upon receiving the referral of the substantiated

allegations against Col 2®®7 | Col @@ conducted an interview with Col ((b)(B),(b)(7)(C)

who had chosen not to provide testimony during the 9 AF CDI upon the advice of
counsel. On 26 Jul 13, Col @& " ‘concluded that he could not take command action
based on the conclusions detailed in the 9 AF CDI. (Ex 2) On 27 Aug 13, USAFE/CC
proposed to the Air Force Chief of Staff (CSAF) that the matter be referred to 9 AF/CC
for reconsideration based on new information provided by Col®®®™ during his
interview with Col (2®®7 |CSAF concurred. (Ex 4) On 28 Aug 13, SAF/IG referred the
matter to 9 AF/CC, recommending the original 9 AF CDI IO be tasked to consider the
new information. Additionally, SAF/IG recommended that an addendum and legal

3 The July 2013 SAF/IG ROI misprinted reference to this instruction as AFI 34-129 rather than AFI 34-219.
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review of the addendum would be the most effective way to proceed in reopening the 9
AF investigation and taking the review to a logical conclusion. (Ex 5)

The 9 AF CDI 10 completed the additional investigation, and 9 AF/CC approved
the report on 29 Sep 13. (Ex 6; Ex 8) Based on testimony from Col[®®®™© jand
evidence regarding a Unit Climate Assessment (UCA) conducted in Col ®®®17©)*g
squadron at Shaw AFB during the first year of Col ®®®7€ s command, the IO
determined that the preponderance of evidence no longer supported substantiating
Allegations 5 and 6. The findings and conclusions from the 9 AF additional investigation
are as follows:

ALLEGATION 5: That Lieutenant Colonel |(b)(6),(b)(7)(C) |
between on or about 2 March 2009 and on or about 4 October 2010, at or
near Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina, was derelict in the
performance of his duties as the 55th Fighter Squadron Commander, in
that he failed to enforce military equal opportunity policy of not tolerating
sexual harassment in the 55th Fighter Squadron, as it was his duty to do
under Air Force Instruction 36-2706, Military Equal Opportunity (MEQ)
Program, 29 July 2004, paragraph 2.5.1, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.

Amended to NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis:
Preponderance of the evidence did not support finding that Col |(b)(6),(b)(7)(C)
condoned displaying sexually offensive materials in the squadron. The IO
balanced the weight of the UCA, Col[g®®? ['s testimony, and the lack of
any complaints to either him or the Equal Opportunity Office in light of
the testimony gathered during the CDI and concluded that the greater
weight of the evidence supported finding that Col | ‘was actively
engaged in trying to ensure a healthy atmosphere in the squadron.

(Ex 6:11-12)

ALLEGATION 6: That Lieutenant Colonel ®®.(0)7)(C) |
between on or about 5 October 2010 and on or about 10 December 2010,
at or near Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina, was derelict in the
performance of his duties as the 55th Fighter Squadron Commander, in
that he failed to provide for an environment in the 55th Fighter Squadron
that was free from sexual harassment, as it was his duty to do under Air
Force Instruction 36-2706, Equal Opportunity Program Military and
Civilian, 5 October 2010, paragraph 1.23.1, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.

Amended to NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analvsis:
Preponderance of the evidence did not support a finding that Col (P)(®).(b)7)(C) |
condoned displaying sexually offensive materials in the squadron. No
specific evidence indicated inappropriate behavior during the short
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timeframe between 5 Oct 10 and 10 Dec 10. The squadron had just

returned from a deployment and many were gone on reconstitution leave
for most of October. (Ex 6:13-14)

ALLEGATION 7: That Lieutenant Colonel |(b)(6).(b)(7)(C)
between on or about 1 May 2010 and on or about 4 October 2010, Joint
Base Balad, Iraq, was derelict in the performance of his duties as the 22d
Expeditionary Fighter Squadron Commander, in that he failed to enforce
military equal opportunity policy of not tolerating sexual harassment in the
22d Expeditionary Fighter Squadron, as it was his duty to do under Air
Force Instruction 36-2706, Military Equal Opportunity (MEO) Program,
29 July 2004, paragraph 2.5.1, in violation of Article 92, Uniform Code of
Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.

Remained SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis:
Preponderance of the evidence supported finding that Col (2®©® did not
take sufficient action to eradicate objectively offensive materials that
played frequently at the Operations Desk. (Ex 6:15-17)

ALLEGATION 8: That Lieutenant Colonel (P)(6).(b)(7)(C)
between on or about 5 October 2010 and on or about 10 December 2010,
at or near Joint Base Balad, Iraq, was derelict in the performance of his
duties as the 22d Expeditionary Fighter Squadron Commander, in that he
failed to provide for an environment within the 22d Expeditionary Fighter
Squadron that was free from sexual harassment, as it was his duty to do
under Air Force Instruction 36-2706, Equal Opportunity Program Military
and Civilian, 5 October 2010, paragraph 1.23.1, in violation of Article 92,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.

Remained NOT SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis:
Preponderance of the evidence supported finding that squadron jets re-
deployed on 5 Oct 10. Allegation 6 covers the alleged timeframe when
the squadron was located at Shaw AFB. (Ex 6:18-19)

ALLEGATION 9: That Lieutenant Colonel (b)(6),(b)(7)(C) |

between on or about 1 May 2010 and on or about 1 July 2010, at or near

Joint Base Balad, Iraq, was derelict in the performance of his duties, in

that he failed to comply with rules prohibiting the release of Privacy Act

information concerning Technical Sergeant|(b)(6).(b)(7)(C) |to third parties,

as it was his duty to do under Air Force Instruction 33-332, Privacy Act

Program, 29 January 2004, paragraph 12.4, in violation of Article 92,

Uniform Code of Military Justice, Failure to Obey Order or Regulation.
Remained SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance of

the evidence supported finding that Col|(b)(6),(b) isharcd general information about
(7)(C)
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complainant’s (P)(6).(b)(7)(C) | with one field grade officer who had expressed
concern about complainant’s whereabouts. The testimony of two credible

witnesses contradicted Col/(P)(6). s denials concerning the disclosure.
(Ex 6:20-21) ((B)7)C) |

ALLEGATION 36: That Lieutenant Colonel |(b)(6),(b)(7)(C) _
between on or about 2 March 2009 and on or about 10 December 2010, at
or near Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina, tolerated the drinking of
alcohol by commissioned officers in the workplace within the 55th Fighter
Squadron during regular duty hours while other members of the unit were
working, which conduct was prejudicial to good order and discipline, in
violation of Article 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, General
Article.

Remained SUBSTANTIATED. Summary of analysis: Preponderance of
the evidence supported that officers drank while on duty during academic sessions
while enlisted were working. Col[2®®” [s endorsement of officers’ drinking of
alcohol while subordinates were conducting duties compromised the good order
and discipline of the squadron. (Ex 6:22-23)
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III. CONCLUSIONS

The 9 AF additional investigation requesled_béy USAFE/CC yielded a change from
five to three substantiated allegations against Col®P¥R] 9 AF/CC concurred with the
findings and conclusions st out in the 9 AR CDI 1O’s addendum. We also concur with
the findings and conclusions contained in the 9 AR CDI [O’s addendum,

BYELEYTIC)

, Col, USAF

SAF/IG Investigating Officer

I have reviewed this Addendum to the July 2013 Report of Investigation and the
accompanying legal review and I concur with their findings and conclusions,

(b)(8),(b)(7)(C)

STHPHEN P. MUELLER
Lieutenant General, USAF
The Inspector General
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